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This paper traces the history of Oregon Trout, an 
environmental organization in Portland, Oregon, from its 
beginning in the fall of 1983 through the spring of 1990, 
when it filed petitions on behalf of four stocks of 
Columbia and Snake River salmon under the Endangered 
Species Act. It focuses on Oregon Trout's efforts to 
2 
preserve the wild salmon of the Columbia River as a 
contemporary example of anglers acting as environmentalists 
to conserve threatened or endangered species. According to 
historian John Reiger in American Sportsmen and the Origins 
of Conservation, hunters and anglers have been acting in 
this role in the United States since the Civil War, well 
before the Progressive Era in which the conservation 
movement is generally thought to have originated. However, 
the paper contends that Oregon Trout's advocacy for the 
interests of fish rather than fishermen is unique in the 
tradition to which Reiger points. 
Chapter I reviews the history of salmon on the 
Columbia River from the beginning of white settlement in 
the region during the mid-Nineteenth Century until 1980. 
It shows how salmon runs decreased from a state of 
abundance prior to the 1850s to the point where certain 
stocks were seriously being considered as threatened and 
endangered species in the 1980s. The chapter includes an 
introduction to some of the major actors as well as the 
treaties and legislation which are part of the drama of 
salmon survival on the Columbia. The chapter is based upon 
3 
newspaper accounts, government reports and legislation, and 
secondary source material. 
Chapter II presents the origins of Oregon Trout as 
well as the philosophy and goals of its founder and its 
principal spokesman, Bill Bakke. The chapter compares 
Oregon Trout with two other environmental organizations 
made up primarily of anglers, Cal-Trout and Trout 
Unlimited. It is based upon organizational minutes, annual 
reports, annual operating statements, brochures, 
interviews, newspaper accounts, and articles from angling 
magazines. 
Chapter III deals with the major activities and 
accomplishments of Oregon Trout from 1983-90. It discusses 
the organization's membership, its relationship with other 
organizations, its dealings with the Oregon legislature and 
state and federal fish and wildlife agencies as well as the 
Northwest Power Planning Council and others who exercise 
jurisdiction over salmon in the Columbia River basin. It 
is based upon newspaper accounts, newsletter articles, 
correspondence, interviews, and other primary sources. 
The Conclusion attempts to place Oregon Trout within 
the historical and political context of the contemporary 
Pacific Northwest as well as the philosophical context of 
the current environmental movement in the United States. 
It points to a possible tension in motivation between the 
angler-environmentalists of Oregon Trout and other 
environmentalists who are motivated by more "biocentric" 
thinking. It suggests a possible resolution of that 
4 
tension in the adoption of what Charles Wilkinson calls an 
"ethic of place." 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION: THE FISHERMAN'S PROBLEM 
On May 30, 1990, Oregon Trout, a relatively obscure 
environmental organization based in Portland, joined four 
other petitioners in requesting the National Marine 
Fisheries Service to list five stocks of Columbia and Snake 
River salmon as "threatened" or "endangered" under the 
Endangered Species Act.l The petitions came at a time 
when the Pacific Northwest was already in the throes of 
another major controversy between representatives of the 
timber industry and environmentalists over a pending 
decision by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service to 
list the Northern Spotted Owl as a "threatened" species 
under the act. As disruptive as the spotted owl controversy 
lThe National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) is part 
of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration of 
the Department of Commerce. It is one of a number of 
federal, state, and tribal agencies which exercise 
jurisdiction over salmon and their habitat during portions 
of their migratory life cycle. Other agencies include the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service (Department of the 
Interior); the United States Forest Service (Department of 
Agriculture); the Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs, the 
Confederated Tribes of Umatilla, the Confederated Tribes and 
Bands of the Yakima Indian Nation, and the Nez Perce Tribe, 
all of which form the Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish 
Commission (CRITFC); the Oregon Department of Fish and 
Wildlife (ODFW); the Washington Department of Fisheries; the 
Washington Department of Game; and the Idaho Department of 
Fish and Game. 
had been up to that point, there were some who predicted 
that the impending battle for wild salmon on the Columbia 
had the potential to dwarf it. Sharon Blair, a spokeswoman 
for the Bonneville Power Administration, said the listing 
could "have an effect on every aspect of our lives in the 
Northwest. It could affect power production, irrigation, 
[and] water quality. A species listing [for salmon] is 
going to affect everyone who uses the Columbia River."2 
Oregon Trout had announced its intention to file in 
March of 1990. Throughout the spring and summer and into 
2 
the fall, the Oregonian, the major Portland daily newspaper, 
carried stories about the possible ramifications of a formal 
listing under the act. Salmon were front page news in 
Portland and so was Oregon Trout. In editorials, op/ed 
pieces, and letters, the citizens of the Pacific Northwest 
debated the significance of Columbia River salmon for the 
region as well as the economic impact of a full-scale effort 
to guarantee their survival. 
Within days of Oregon Trout's March announcement of its 
intentions, Oregon Senator Mark Hatfield called upon the 
fisheries agencies of Oregon, Washington, and Idaho, as well 
as Indian tribes along the Columbia whose treaties 
guaranteed them a share of the salmon, along with the 
appropriate agencies of the federal government to begin an 
2Joan Latz, "Group wants certain salmon classified as 
endangered," Oregonian, 31 May 1990, B4. 
immediate assessment of the runs in question. The issue, 
said Hatfield, "has the possibility of becoming another 
spotted owl."3 Hatfield's initiative eventually became 
known as the "salmon summit," a process in which all the 
interested parties (including Oregon Trout) were brought 
3 
together by the Northwest Power Planning Council in the hope 
of creating a management plan designed to save the wild 
salmon of the Columbia and head off a potentially disruptive 
situation.4 Suddenly everyone was talking about wild 
salmon and Oregon Trout was no longer an obscure group of 
anglers but a force to be reckoned with in the environmental 
politics of the Pacific Northwest. 
What (or who) is Oregon Trout and how did it evolve in 
less than seven years from relative obscurity to become a 
respected advocate for wild fish? This paper is an effort 
to answer that question. It is about the origins and early 
history of Oregon Trout. More specifically, it attempts to 
demonstrate the thesis that Oregon Trout is a corporate 
example of "the angler as environmentalist," a role which, 
according to historian John Reiger, anglers (and hunters) 
have played since the very beginnings of the modern 
"conservation" movement in the United States. In his 
3Roberta Ulrich, "Hatfield initiates endangered 
species study for salmon," Oregonian, 29 March 1990, FS. 
4 11 Meetings to consider plight of salmon runs," 
Oregonian, 12 October 1990, Fl. 
controversial book, American Sportsmen and the Origins of 
Conservation, Reiger contends that "American sportsmen, 
those who hunted and fished for pleasure rather than 
commerce or necessity, were the real spearhead of 
conservation."5 If one accepts Reiger's thesis, then the 
4 
idea of the angler as environmentalist and Oregon Trout as a 
corporate expression of that notion has its origins in the 
very beginnings of the modern environmental movement. 
But it is my contention that Oregon Trout represents 
more than merely a continuation of the relationship between 
angling and environmentalism. I hope to show that Oregon 
Trout represents an effort by anglers to address what 
historian Arthur McEvoy calls "the fisherman's problem. 11 6 
In his excellent study by the same title, McEvoy points out 
that the fisherman's problem is actually a variation on the 
so-called "tragedy of the commons." Briefly stated, 
McEvoy's thesis simply holds that when people pursue a 
commonly held resource (such as salmon) for economic gain, 
it is to no individual's advantage to stop fishing even when 
the salmon are beginning to diminish due to overharvest or 
other factors. This is because the problem requires all 
5John Reiger, American Sportsmen and the Origins of 
Conservation (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1986), 
21. 
6Arthur F. McEvoy, The Fisherman's Problem: 
and Law in the California Fisheries (Cambridge: 
University Press, 1986). 
Ecology 
Cambridge 
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"users" (including individuals and entities whose operations 
affect the health of the resource) to cooperate in finding a 
solution rather than pursuing their own short-term gain at 
the expense of others' environmental sensitivity. 
Conservation, regulation, and enhancement need to be 
cooperative efforts in order to succeed. If not, the effort 
of one individual or entity simply becomes another's 
opportunity for increased profit or exploitation. By 
evolving into an advocacy group for fish rather than simply 
a group that promoted angling and angling opportunities as 
well as participating in cooperative regional efforts to 
restore the health of wild salmon stocks on the Columbia, 
Oregon Trout is an example of anglers working to solve the 
"fisherman's problem." 
Chapter I of the paper reviews the history of salmon on 
the Columbia from the beginning of white settlement in the 
nineteenth century until 1980. It shows how salmon runs 
decreased from a state of abundance prior to the 1850s to 
the point where they were seriously being considered as 
threatened and endangered species in the 1980s. The chapter 
includes an introduction to some of the major actors as well 
as the legislation and treaties which are part of the 
continuing drama of salmon survival on the Columbia. 
In Chapter II, the origins of Oregon Trout are 
discussed as well as the philosophy and goals of the 
organization and its principal spokesman, Bill Bakke. The 
chapter also compares Oregon Trout with an older and better 
known national organization of angler/environmentalists, 
Trout Unlimited. 
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Chapter III deals with the major activities and 
accomplishments of Oregon Trout from 1983-1990. It looks at 
the membership of the organization, discusses the 
organization's role in promoting the Pacific Salmon Treaty 
of 1985, and provides background to the group's decision in 
the spring of 1990 to become the lead petitioner on behalf 
of Columbia River salmon under the Endangered Species Act. 
Finally, the Conclusion attempts to place Oregon Trout 
within the historical and political context of the Pacific 
Northwest as well as the philosophical context of the 
current environmental movement in the United States. While 
Chapter I is based upon secondary source material, 
Chapters II and III are based upon newspaper accounts, 
newsletters, annual reports, unpublished minutes and papers, 
brochures, correspondence, interviews, and other primary 
sources. 
I have attempted to be as objective and professional as 
possible in the handling of these materials and reaching my 
conclusions, though I must confess at the outset to a deeply 
felt sympathy with the goals of the organization under 
study. Like all of the actors in this historical and 
political drama, I cannot imagine the Columbia River without 
7 
wild salmon. Perhaps that is what makes the ongoing story 
of their struggle for survival so poignant and fascinating. 
CHAPTER II 
SALMON ON THE RUN: THE POLITICS OF ABUNDANCE AND SCARCITY 
The origins of Oregon Trout are intimately linked to 
the history of salmon on the Columbia River, a history which 
was once characterized by an incredible abundance of fish 
but which has recently seen the numbers of certain stocks 
diminish to the point where they are being seriously 
considered for threatened or endangered status under the 
Endangered Species Act. This chapter briefly outlines the 
historical and political context of the salmon's struggle 
for survival on the Columbia from the mid-nineteenth century 
when white settlers first arrived in the Oregon country 
through the fall of 1983 when Oregon Trout incorporated. 
It would be difficult to overestimate the importance of 
salmon and steelhead to the people of the Pacific 
Northwest. From an economic standpoint, salmon are an 
important source of income. For example, in 1985 commercial 
fishermen from the U. S. and Canada caught over 978 million 
pounds of salmon from which they earned $584 million. Of 
the $1 billion worth of u. s. fishery exports in 1983, over 
half were from salmon.l 
lThornas c. Jensen, "The United States-Canada Pacific 
Salmon Interception Treaty: A Historical and Legal 
Overview," Environmental Law 16 (Spring 1986): 368. 
Salmon are equally prized by the recreational anglers 
of the region. On the Oregon coast for example, the salmon 
sport fishery is estimated to be worth $100 million per 
year.2 The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) 
estimates that sport fishing, of which salmon are the 
mainstay, contributes $400 million annually to the Oregon 
economy while commercial fishing adds another $296 million. 
ODFW staff economist Chris Carter figured that on a fish by 
fish basis: 
A 3-pound coho [salmon] caught by a commercial 
troller creates $18 in personal income for 
coastal residents, $24 if you consider the impact 
of the fish's statewide journey from the Pacific 
to your plate. A chinook [salmon] carries a $60 
statewide impact.3 
But as Thomas Jensen, Deputy Secretary of the Pacific 
9 
Salmon Commission, noted, it is a mistake to assume that the 
salmon's greatest value to the people of the region is 
economic. 
Among the residents along the northwestern edge 
of the North American continent, no other animate 
object shares the cultural preeminence of the 
salmon .•.. it is fair to say that salmon define 
the Pacific Northwest, British Columbia, Alaska, 
and the region's people.4 
Journalist Timothy Egan puts it even more succinctly. 
"The Pacific Northwest is simply this: wherever the salmon 
2Julie Tripp, "Small salmon run worries Oregon 
coast," Oregonian, 11 October 1990, Dll. 
31bid. 
4Jensen, 368-69. 
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can get to. Rivers without salmon have lost the life source 
of the area."5 Salmon are an integral part of the 
history, art, literature, and religion of the region. This 
is especially true for indigenous tribes of the Pacific 
Northwest for whom salmon have historically provided the 
cultural and economic basis for existence. 
The salmon of the Columbia River comprise five separate 
species--chinook, chum, coho, sockeye, and steelhead.6 On 
the Pacific coast of North America, they can be found from 
the Sacramento River in the south to the Yukon River in the 
north. They are characterized by a unique life-cycle [see 
Appendix A] which begins when they are born from eggs 
hatched in the gravel of fresh water streams and rivers that 
drain into the Pacific. At some time during their first two 
years of life, depending upon the species, they leave their 
native waters and migrate to the ocean, where they roam and 
feed freely for anywhere from one to four years before 
returning to their natal streams. There they spawn and die, 
leaving the promise of a new generation buried in the 
gravel to begin the process again. Generations of natural 
5Timothy Egan, The Good Rain: Across Time and 
Terrain in the Pacific Northwest (New York: Alfred Knopf, 
1990), 22. 
6steelhead are Rainbow Trout which migrate to the 
ocean and members of the same genus as Pacific salmon, 
oncorrhynchus. Prior to 1988, they were considered a 
separate genus. "Taxonomic Changes in North American 
Names," Transactions of the American Fisheries Societ 
(July 1988): 321. 
Trout 
117 
11 
selection have insured that each stock is uniquely adapted 
to the characteristics of its native waters, at times even 
to a specific reach of river or stream. Salmon are often 
referred to as anadromous ("ascending"} fish because they 
ascend rivers in order to spawn. 
Among the wonders that greeted the first white visitors 
to the region was the incredible abundance of salmon in the 
Columbia watershed and the extensive native fishery which 
had developed over the centuries to take advantage of that 
abundance. Lewis and Clark, David Douglas, and Alexander 
Ross were among the many visitors who commented on the 
Indian fisheries which thrived at such places as Celilo 
Falls and Priest Rapids on the Columbia.7 The importance 
of the salmon to the coastal tribes as well as those who 
lived and fished along the Columbia and its tributaries can 
be seen in the integral part that the salmon played in their 
art, mythology, and religious rituals.8 
Anthony Netboy notes that by 1823 the Hudson's Bay 
Company was already beginning to pack salmon at Ft. George, 
near Astoria.9 This was the beginning of a commercial 
fishery which by the years 1916-20 landed 41.2 million 
?Anthony Netboy, The Columbia River Salmon and 
Steelhead Trout (Seattle: University of Washington Press, 
1980), 11-16. 
8philip Drucker, Cultures of the North Pacific Coast 
(San Francisco: Chandler Publishing Company, 1965), 85. 
9Netboy, 19. 
pounds and canned 550,000 cases of salmon on the Columbia 
alone.10 Such exploitation took its toll, however; and in 
1877, the first salmon hatchery in the Columbia basin was 
built on the Clackamas River in Oregon in an attempt to 
artificially mitigate for the extensive commercial 
harvest.11 Gordon Dodds has demonstrated how the industry 
contributed to its own demise. 
A flaw in the industry was apparent by the turn 
of the century, however. Very few were 
interested in conservation measures (the major 
exception was Robert Hurne of Oregon's Rogue 
River). Methods of artificial propagation were 
not widely practiced. Seasonal limitations were 
either non-existent or ignored. The industry was 
highly competitive. And a high degree of 
mechanization was accomplished which further 
depleted the resource base.12 
As a result, the commercial salmon fisheries of Puget 
12 
Sound and the Columbia River "had to yield primacy to Alaska 
by 1910. By that date the fishing industry was of 
relatively minor importance in the Pacific Northwest."13 
Commercial harvest, however, was not the sole or even 
the most devastating cause for the decline of Columbia River 
salmon. By some accounts the Columbia watershed [see map in 
Appendix B], which drains 259,000 square miles in portions 
of Washington, Oregon, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Utah, 
lOibid., 22-23. 
llibid. I 105. 
12Gordon Dodds, The American Northwest (Arlington 
Heights, Illinois: The Forum Press, 1986), 148. 
13Ibid. 
Wyoming, and British Columbia, was once the most prolific 
,producer of anadromous fish in the world, accounting for 
between 10 and 16 million salmon annually prior to the 
mid-nineteenth century.14 By 1987, the average annual run 
size had been reduced to 2.5 million fish. The causes of 
this decline are directly linked to the fact that for the 
salmon, biology is destiny. In order to naturally 
reproduce, salmon require clean, well oxygenated water. 
Logging, mining, irrigation, pollution, and urban 
development have all contributed to the demise of Columbia 
River salmon because of their negative impact on water 
quality and quantity. For example, clear-cut logging, as 
traditionally practiced in the region, frequently caused 
erosion in the upper reaches of the watershed where the 
trees were cut. This erosion led to the inundation of 
spawning gravel with silt which caused eggs and fry (newly 
hatched salmon) to suffocate and die. Irrigation, by 
drawing water from spawning rivers for agricultural use 
13 
during the driest portion of the year, reduced the flows of 
many northwest streams to less than the minimum requirements 
for salmon to reproduce in the wild.15 
But by far the greatest cause of declining salmon runs 
141997 Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Pro ram 
(hereafter 1987 Fish and Wildlife Program Portland: 
Northwest Power Planning Council, 1987), 36. 
15Ibid. 
14 
was the extensive development of the Columbia River 
watershed for the generation of inexpensive hydropower which 
was a major contributing factor to the region's economic 
growth. The Northwest Power Planning Council (NWPPC) 
estimates that hydropower-related losses range from 
5 million to 11 million salmon annually out of a total 
annual decline of 7 million to 14 million fish.16 
The first darn on the Columbia was completed at Rock 
Island, near Wenatchee, Washington, in 1933 by Puget Sound 
Power and Light Company. The federal government began its 
role with the completion of Bonneville and Grand Coulee Darns 
in 1938 and 1942 respectively. Once a free-flowing river 
system, by 1976 the Columbia watershed was reduced to a 
series of lakes backed up behind 46 major hydroelectric 
darns.17 While some of these projects included fish 
ladders and bypass facilities designed to assist juvenile 
fish to avoid passing through turbines on their downstream 
migration, the installation of Grand Coulee Darn in 1942 and 
Hells Canyon Darn in 1976, both with no provisions for fish 
passage, eliminated 65 per cent of the basin's spawning 
habitat. 18 
The years between 1937 and 1976 might be characterized 
as the "era of darn building." In addition to massive 
16Ibid., 38. 
17Netboy, 93. 
181997 Fish and Wildlife Program, 38. 
15 
expansion of the hydropower system in the region, the era 
witnessed the introduction of several new combatants into 
what was becoming an outright struggle for survival between 
the salmon and the generation of electricity. The first of 
these was the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Of the nineteen 
darns on the Columbia, Snake and Clearwater, ten were 
operated by the Corps of Engineers. Eight other darns were 
operated by public utility districts, (PUD's) or private 
utilities. Grand Coulee Darn was operated by the Bureau of 
Reclamation of the Department of Interior. The Corps of 
Engineers also operated a number of darns on some of the 
major Columbia tributaries. A second major entity in the 
region was the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) which 
was created in 1937 in order to market the power generated 
by the federal darns throughout the Columbia basin. 
Besides outright habitat loss, the dams were also 
responsible for high salmon mortality rates on both their 
upstream spawning journeys as well as the downstream passage 
of young fish (called "smolts'') to the Pacific. According 
to the NWPPC, "passage mortality has been estimated to 
average 15 to 30 per cent of downstream migrants per dam and 
5 to 10 per cent of upstream rnigrants.19 Obviously, the 
more darns a homeward bound salmon had to contend with, the 
less chance it had of reaching its destination. The same 
19rbid. 
16 
was true for smolts on their downstream journey. As Anthony 
Netboy writes with respect to the relationship between the 
dams and salmon, "The completion of Bonneville Dam in 1938, 
... may be said to have ushered in the age of scarcity. 11 20 
Congress attempted to mitigate for the losses caused by 
the dams in two ways. Beginning with an appropriation of 
$500,000 in 1938 to the Bureau of Fisheries (now the Fish 
and Wildlife Service) of the Department of the Interior "for 
surveys, and enhancement of the Columbia River salmon 
populations through artificial propagation, stream 
clearance, building of fishways, screening irrigation 
diversions, abatement of pollution, and other work to 
improve fish habitat," the federal government invested 
millions of dollars aimed at improving size and health of 
Columbia River salmon runs.21 Secondly, it gave federal 
water managers at the darns explicit authority and 
instructions to take into account the needs of anadromous 
fish when operating the Columbia River hydro systern.22 
Michael Blurnrn, Professor of Law at Northwestern School of 
Law of Lewis and Clark College, who has written extensively 
on issues relating to salmon and the law, contends that this 
20Netboy, 119. 
2lrbid., 103. 
22Michael Blurnrn, "Hydropower v. Salmon: The Struggle 
of the Pacific Northwest's Anadrornous Fish Resources for a 
Peaceful Coexistence with the Federal Columbia River Power 
System," Environmental Law 11 (Winter 1981): 262. 
17 
authority was mandated from the very start but water 
managers and dam operators were reluctant to use it because 
it required that water be allowed to flow through the system 
at certain times of the year for the benefit of fish (known 
as "spill"), regardless of the effect it might have on power 
production. BPA, the Corps of Engineers, and the public and 
private utilities who operated the dams saw this as a threat 
to the production of cheap electricity which they viewed as 
the primary mission of the system.23 
To further exacerbate the situation, while the 
darn-related losses were all above Bonneville Darn (150 miles 
above the river's mouth at Astoria), the vast majority of 
fish hatcheries were built in the lower Columbia below 
Bonneville. This fact had significance not only for salmon 
which traditionally spawned upriver, but also for the Indian 
tribes who fished above Bonneville Dam. It meant that the 
federal government was committed to replacing naturally 
spawning fish with artificially propagated ones. 
Furthermore, it meant that the federal government was more 
committed to increasing the catch of non-Indian fishermen in 
the ocean and lower river than to the upriver stocks which 
were the mainstay of the Indian tribes.24 As far as 
operating the system in a manner less detrimental to 
23Ibid. 
24Fay Cohen, Treaties on Trial: The Continuin 
Controversy Over Northwest Indian Fishinq Rights Seattle: 
University of Washington Press, 1986), 118-19. 
anadromous fish, the general attitude of water managers on 
the Columbia was perhaps best summed up by a spokesman for 
the Corps of Engineers in 1938 who said he didn't have the 
time to "babysit a bunch of goddam fish."25 These 
developments and attitudes would come back to haunt the 
region. 
The economic and cultural significance of salmon for 
18 
the Indian tribes of the Pacific Northwest has been noted by 
visitors since Lewis and Clark first journeyed through the 
region at the beginning of the nineteenth century. The 
story of the Indians' struggle to maintain their historic 
fisheries on the Columbia and throughout the region is a 
long and fascinating one.26 The preeminent role which 
salmon played in tribal culture and economy caused them to 
figure prominently in the negotiations when Governor Isaac 
Stevens of Washington territory and Joel Palmer of Oregon, 
acting as agents for the federal government, set out in the 
mid-1850s to draw up treaties with the tribes in portions of 
what were to become the states of Oregon, Washington, Idaho, 
anJ Montana.27 The task for Stevens and Palmer was 
essentially to conclude a series of massive real estate 
transactions with the Indians of the region. In exchange 
for title to the land, the tribes were given monetary 
25"Colurnbia River Chronology," Riverkeeper, Winter 
1988, 3. 
26see Cohen. 
27Dodds, 85-6. 
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compensation and other benefits. In addition, the tribes 
reserved certain rights in perpetuity. Chief among these 
was "the right of taking fish, at all usual and accustomed 
grounds and stations ... in common with all the citizens of 
the territory."28 While it appeared to be straightforward 
enough at the time of negotiation, this provision became a 
source of increasing controversy with the passage of time. 
The growing number of white settlers and the dramatic 
decreases in salmon throughout the region caused inevitable 
conflicts between Indian and non-Indian fishermen. When 
Oregon and Washington attempted to regulate tribal fishermen 
in the interest of "conservation," the tribes responded with 
a series of federal suits against state regulation, charging 
that such regulation was an unfair encroachment on their 
treaty fishing rights and tribal sovereignty. The tenacity 
of the struggle is witnessed by the fact that beginning with 
U.S. v Winans in 1905, Indian treaty fishing rights were 
brought before the United States Supreme Court not less than 
seven times as the contending parties sought ever clearer 
definitions of reserved tribal fishing rights under the 
treaties of 1855. 
The two most celebrated cases came to trial in the 
1970s. In U.S. v Washington and U.S. v Oregon, the federal 
government, acting in its capacity as trustee for the 
28Treaty of Medicine Creek, 10 Stat. 1132. All 
treaties negotiated by Stevens and Palmer carried this 
provision. 
20 
tribes, sued the states of Washington and Oregon in order to 
force recognition of tribal fishing rights. In u.s. v 
Washington, Federal Judge George Boldt ruled in 1974 that 
treaty tribes were entitled to up to half of the harvestable 
anadromous fish in the areas covered under the treaties. 
This decision, known as the "Boldt Decision," was upheld by 
the U.S. Supreme Court in 1979.29 
In U.S. v Oregon, a case that came to trial in 1969, 
the issues were similar although the circumstances were 
somewhat different. Judge Robert Belloni adopted the 
principle of the "Boldt Decision" with regard to the tribes' 
right to half of the fish. However, by maintaining 
jurisdiction in the case and forcing the states of Oregon 
and Washington to come to an agreement with the tribes on 
how salmon would be managed and harvested on the Columbia, 
the tribes became "co-managers" of the resource. As a 
result, four of the treaty tribes--the Warm Springs, 
Umatilla, Yakima, and Nez Perce--formed the Columbia River 
Inter-Tribal Fish Commission (CRITFC)--to carry out their 
management responsibilities. It was an attempt to see if 
negotiation could replace litigation with respect to Indian 
treaty fishing rights. Regardless of decreasing numbers of 
salmon in the Columbia, it was clear that the treaty tribes 
were entitled to half of them. Indian treaty rights were to 
29washin ton et al v. Washin ton State Commercial 
Fishing Vessel Association et al., 443 U.S. 658 1979. 
be a major factor in the struggle over salmon on the 
Columbia despite the grumbling of some Northwestern 
politicians such as Senator Slade Gorton of Washington and 
disgruntled non-Indian sport and commercial fishermen who 
saw Indians as the chief culprits in the demise of the 
salmon.30 
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By the late 1970s, the annual return of Columbia River 
salmon had been reduced to only 15 per cent of its historic 
numbers by some estimates.31 As a· result, on October 3, 
1978, the National Marine Fisheries Service of the 
Department of Commerce (NMFS) announced its intention to 
review the status of Columbia River salmon in order to 
determine whether any of the stocks "should be proposed for 
listing as threatened or endangered species under the 
Endangered Species Act. 11 32 In 1980, however, NMFS 
suspended that review because of the passage of the Pacific 
Northwest Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act of 
1980 (Northwest Power Act), which many at the time believed 
to be the most significant piece of legislation affecting 
Columbia River salmon ever adopted. 
The origins of the Northwest Power Act go back to the 
Roosevelt administration and the beginning of the 
30cohen, 118-36. 
311997 Fish and Wildlife Program, 36. 
32p. Lorraine Bodi, "Protecting Columbia River Salmon 
Under the Endangered Species Act," Environmental Law 10 
(Winter 1980): 350. 
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dam-building era. From the outset, the dams were envisioned 
as multi-purpose projects. Roosevelt and Congress saw them 
as opportunities to create construction jobs for unemployed 
Northwesterners as well as opportunities to irrigate vast 
stretches of arid land on the Columbia plateau in order to 
provide a fresh start for farmers who had lost their land in 
the Midwest. Though the generation of electric power may 
have been a lesser consideration, it quickly moved to the 
forefront.33 As it did, it also generated a debate 
between advocates of public power, i.e., those who believed 
that the electricity produced by the dams ought to be 
controlled and distributed by public utility districts 
(PUD's), and those who believed that the most effective and 
attractive way to control and distribute hydropower was 
through private utilities. The creation of the Bonneville 
Power Administration, a federal agency whose role was to 
market the power from the hydro system to both public and 
private utilities was one result of this ongoing debate. In 
keeping with the general tone of the New Deal, BPA gave 
preference to PUDs in selling power, but there seemed to be 
more than enough to go around in those early years. 
J. D. Ross, the first administrator of BPA, likened the 
Columbia to "a coal seam that would never thin." BPA signed 
long-term contracts not only with PUDs, but also with the 
33oodds, 241. 
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so-called "direct service industries" (DSis} like ALCOA and 
Kaiser Aluminum, as well as with many of the region's 
private utilities. Thus began the "hydro heritage [whichl 
has colored every fiber in the social, political, and 
economic tapestry of the Northwest. 11 34 Like the salmon, 
cheap hydropower became an integral part of the fabric of 
life in the Pacific Northwest. While some might define the 
Northwest as "wherever the salmon can get to," others 
defined it as any place that used power from BPA. 
All went relatively smoothly until the late 1960s and 
early 70s. During those years, regional planners predicted 
impending energy shortages unless new thermal plants were 
built to supplement the region's hydropower. Among the 
results was a legendary debacle involving the planned 
construction of five nuclear generating plants by the 
Washington Public Power Supply System, whose initials, 
WPPSS, were used to create the Northwestern colloquialism, 
"Whoops!." Only one of the plants was ever completed. Low 
water years and predicted power shortages also brought to 
boil the long-simmering debate between advocates of public 
power and private utilities over access to cheap federal 
hydropower. The stage was set for the Northwest Power Act. 
34"Roll On, Columbia," Northwest Energy News, April 
1982, 13. See also Philip Funigiello, Toward a National 
Power Policy: The New Deal and the Electric Utilit 
Industry, 1933-41 (Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh 
Press, 1973} and Craig Wollner, Electrifying Eden: Portland 
General Electric 1889-1965 (Portland: Oregon Historical 
Society Press, 1990). 
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The Northwest Power Act started out as an attempt to 
build a regional consensus on energy policy. But as is 
frequently the case in politics, a funny thing happened on 
its way to becoming law. As it worked its way through 
committees in both the House and Senate, two areas of 
concern which had not been on the original agenda began to 
come to the fore--salmon and public participation. As 
finally signed into law by President Jimmy Carter in 
December of 1980, the Northwest Power Act called for the 
creation of a council comprised of two representatives 
appointed by the governors from each of the states of 
Washington, Oregon, Idaho, and Montana. 
The mission of the Northwest Power Planning Council was 
threefold. In the first place, the NWPPC was to create a 
regional power plan which took into account both private and 
public utilities as well as the necessity of conservation 
"to assure the Pacific Northwest of an adequate, efficient, 
economical, and reliable power supply. 11 35 
Secondly, in carrying out this responsibility, the 
council was to develop a program to "protect, mitigate, and 
enhance the fish and wildlife, including related spawning 
grounds and habitat, on the Columbia River and its 
tributaries. 11 36 In the words of Michael Blumm, the 
35Pacif ic Northwest Electric Power Plannin and 
Conservation Act hereafter Northwest Power Act , Statutes 
at Large, 94, Sec. 2, 2697 (1980). 
36Ibid. 
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Northwest Power Act promised a "process of parity" in which 
the needs of anadromous fish would be given equal 
consideration along with the desire for cheap 
hydropower.37 Without the court decisions guaranteeing 
Indian treaty fishing rights, the inclusion of this 
provision in the act would have been highly unlikely. But, 
spurred on by tribal victories in federal court, Congress 
began to realize that in order for Indians to harvest their 
treaty guaranteed allocation of fish, there needed to be 
fish in the river. 
Thirdly, the council was "to provide for the 
participation and consultation of the Pacific Northwest 
States, local governments, consumers, customers, users of 
the Columbia River System (including Federal and State fish 
and wildlife agencies and appropriate Indian tribes) and the 
public at large within the region. 11 38 This mandate for 
public participation provided an important point of access 
for Oregon Trout and others who desired an opportunity to 
influence the decision-making process involving the region's 
anadromous fish and their relationship to the hydropower 
system. 
As the decade of the 1980s began, there was a sense of 
loss as well as an air of promise with regard to Columbia 
37Michael Blumm and Brad Johnson, "Promising a 
Process of Parity: The Pacific Northwest Electric Power 
Planning and Conservation Act and Anadromous Fish 
Protection," Environmental Law 11 (Spring 1981). 
--38Northwest Power Act, 2697. 
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River salmon. On the one hand, the runs were as low as 15 
per cent of their historic proportions. Over 65 per cent of 
the spawning habitat in the watershed had been lost. The 
dams, along with indiscriminate harvest, forestry and 
agricultural practices, over-appropriation of the region's 
water resources, pollution, and the negative impact of urban 
development, continued to take a devastating toll on the 
fishery.39 On the other hand, court-guaranteed Indian 
treaty fishing rights, along with a potentially 
ground-breaking regional power act appearing to take the 
needs of anadromous fish and the participation of the public 
as seriously as the generation of electric power, were now 
part of the regional picture. The outlook was so promising 
that NMFS decided to suspend its status review to determine 
whether Columbia River salmon should be listed as 
"threatened" or "endangered." 
It is difficult to determine the impact of sport 
fishing groups on any of these developments. To a certain 
extent, their interests were represented by the state and 
federal fish and wildlife agencies of the region. They 
formed a political alliance with the treaty tribes to fight 
for the inclusion of fish in the Northwest Power Act. It 
was also an avid fisherman, Representative John Dingell of 
Michigan, who was responsible for the language which 
391997 Fish and Wildlife Program, 36. 
elevated fish and wildlife from a footnote to a major 
component in that piece of legislation. But with the 
formation of Oregon Trout in 1983, anglers gained an 
important new vehicle with which to channel their 
environmental concerns on behalf of anadrornous fish. 
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CHAPTER III 
ANGLERS, AUTHORS, AND ENVIRONMENTALISTS: THE FORMATION AND 
EARLY HISTORY OF OREGON TROUT 
The April 1990 issue of Flyfishing magazine carried an 
article by outdoor writer Ted Leeson on a seven year old 
conservation organization named Oregon Trout. Leeson's 
article is a useful summary of the philosophy and guiding 
principles behind the formation of Oregon Trout and its 
ongoing efforts on behalf of wild fish. He notes that it 
differs from other angling and conservation groups in being 
"a state-based conservation group dedicated to preserving 
wild fish and their habitat."l The significance of this 
description is two-fold. First, Oregon Trout differs from 
older and larger national organizations such as Trout 
Unlimited or the Federation of Fly Fishermen in that it 
focuses on problems at the state level while attempting to 
maintain a regional perspective. Second, Oregon Trout is 
especially concerned with the preservation of wild fish and 
their habitat as opposed to hatchery-bred fish. Both its 
state focus and its commitment to wild fish have been key 
factors in Oregon Trout's positions and policy 
recommendations from 1983-1990. 
lTed Leeson, "Oregon Trout, " Flyf i shing (Apr i 1 1990): 
33. 
Noting that Oregon Trout has defined as its mission 
"the conservation and restoration of self-sustaining 
populations of wild salmon, steelhead, and trout in the 
Columbia River basin and the State of Oregon 11 2, Leeson 
lists a number of other ways in which Oregon Trout is 
unique. For example, it has neither the club nor chapter 
structure typical of most hunting and angling groups 
throughout the country. Oregon Trout does not actively 
promote angling or its social dimensions. "Rather than 
promoting the interests of fishermen," writes Leeson, "it 
promotes the interests of fish."3 This is a primary 
aspect of Oregon Trout and its approach to fish 
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conservation. It marks a unique attempt to try to solve the 
"fisherman's problem" by placing the interests of the fish 
ahead of the interests of fishermen as well as other user 
groups. 
Furthermore, unlike organizations such as Trout 
Unlimited, which devote large amounts of money to "in 
stream" projects designed to physically improve trout and 
salmon habitat (sometimes known as "rock rolling"), Oregon 
Trout has directed its efforts at a few pilot programs which 
demonstrate its management philosophy. The majority of 
Oregon Trout's energies, however, are directed at the 
formation of public policy as it affects salmon and trout. 
2rbid. 
31bid. 
In Leeson's words, 
What Oregon Trout does--with the determination of 
a pit bull and the patience of a saint--is to 
take an active part in the executive, 
legislative, and judicial processes through which 
management decisions are ultimately formed.4 
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This chapter, with Leeson's description of Oregon Trout 
as background, explores how the organization came to embody 
the unique set of values he describes in its fight to 
preserve the wild salmon of the Columbia River basin. Two 
major influences are discussed. The first is California 
Trout (Cal-Trout), a fish conservation organization formed 
in 1970 which figures prominently in the early history of 
Oregon Trout. The second is a more nebulous but important 
influence which I call the "angler-as-author" tradition. 
The chapter describes three major figures in the formation 
of Oregon Trout: Dave Hughes, Cal Cole, and Bill Bakke. 
Finally, on the basis of minutes, interviews, and early 
publications, the chapter describes the formation of Oregon 
Trout and its first few months of operation during the 
latter part of 1983. 
Several organizations concerned with anglers and 
angling-related issues already existed in Oregon in the 
early 1980's. These included the Anglers' Club of Portland, 
a predominantly local f lyf ishing club; the Flyf ishers of 
Oregon, a state organization based in Portland; the 
Association of Northwest Steelheaders, a regional 
4rbid., 34. 
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organization also based in Portland; the Federation of Fly 
Fishermen, a national organization with an Oregon chapter; 
and Trout Unlimited (TU), a national fish conservation 
organization. As is apparent from their titles, the 
majority of these organizations were established to promote 
angling and the concerns of anglers. Their activities 
included regular meetings, angling workshops, casting 
clinics, auctions and other fund-raising activities, 
sportfishing shows, and the promotion of anglers' interests 
before such policy-making and regulatory entities as the 
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW).5 In 
carrying out these functions, they were continuing a 
tradition which, according to historian John Reiger, reached 
well back into the nineteenth century.6 By promoting the 
interests of anglers, they also promoted the interests of 
fish. However, it is important to note that their major 
focus was on anglers and angling. Conservation and 
environmental issues, while a major concern of such 
organizations, were pursued because of their potential 
benefit to improving angling opportunities.7 
Trout Unlimited (TU) is a national organization which 
Seal Cole, Administrative Director of Oregon Trout, 
interview by author, 5 November 1990, Portland. 
6John F. Reiger, American Sportsmen and the Origins 
of Conservation (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 
1986). 
7cole Interview, 5 November 1990. 
32 
differed from the local and regional groups in certain 
ways. TU had its origins in Grayling, Michigan, in 
September of 1959. Its founders included George Mason, then 
the President of American Motors, George Griffith, and Casey 
Westell, Jr.8 Although the original founders were mainly 
concerned with fish conservation issues in the state of 
Michigan and particularly on the Au Sable River, TU 
gradually expanded to a national organization which was 
"dedicated to the preservation and enhancement of the 
coldwater fishery in North America."9 
Within its first decade, Trout Unlimited had added 
local chapters in sixteen states and the District of 
Columbia and boasted several thousand members.10 By 1988, 
TU had grown to 58,000 members in the United States and 
30,000 in affiliated organizations worldwide. It was 
organized on the basis of national regions, twenty-seven 
state councils and four hundred local chapters. Its 
operations included two quarterly publications, Trout 
magazine which is devoted to angling and angling
1
techniques, 
and Actionline which is oriented toward fish conservation 
issues. TU's programs include habitat improvement programs 
such as "Embrace-A-Stream," Atlantic salmon restoration 
8History [of Trout Unlimited], (Vienna, Virginia: 
Trout Unlimited, October 1988): 2. 
9Ibid. 
lOibid. 
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programs, and lobbying on such issues as acid rain control, 
federal lands management, watershed management, and hydro 
facility relicensing.11 TU's 1988 budget was 
$2.6 million, "with almost two-thirds spent for educational 
purposes, resource 'action' programs including legislative 
efforts or returned to chapters and councils for local 
purposes. The balance is committed to fundraising efforts 
and membership development."12 
It is safe to say that by the late 1980's, Trout 
Unlimited was the pre-eminent and most widely recognized 
fish conservation organization in the U.S. Yet TU was not 
without its organizational difficulties. For example, while 
its paid staff members were hired and worked almost 
exclusively on the national level, most of the state and 
local projects that were the life-blood of the organization 
depended upon the efforts of dedicated volunteers. This was 
a source of conflict within the organization, especially on 
the part of the local membership. TU's leadership contended 
that only a national organization was capable of addressing 
such problems as federal water pollution legislation, 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) licensing and 
relicensing of hydro projects that affected trout and salmon 
habitat, United States Forest Service management issues, and 
national and international issues such as acid rain and 
llrbid. 
12Ibid. 
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Atlantic Salmon restoration efforts. They also pointed out 
that they were able to generate far more money on a national 
level than if they depended strictly upon local efforts.13 
In 1970, however, a "sagebrush rebellion" of sorts took 
place. This rebellion, which became a source of continuing 
controversy within the ranks of fish conservationists, is 
outlined in a 1988 article in Flyfishing, by outdoor writer 
Ralph Cutter entitled "Trout Wars. 11 14 The source of the 
controversy was a decision in December of 1970 by the 
California members of Trout Unlimited to secede from the 
national organization in order to form a new trout advocacy 
group called California Trout {Cal-Trout). The reasons for 
their decision were articulated by Joseph Paul who was 
serving as the President of the California State Council of 
Trout Unlimited at the time of its secession from the 
national organization. 
As California volunteers we conceived, directed, 
and brought into being California's first wild 
trout project. We worked with the Sierra Club to 
win wild and scenic status for the Middle Fork 
Feather River. We helped win passage of the 
State Wild Rivers Act land other important 
legislation]. All of these activities, these 
projects, these programs were accomplished by 
California volunteers contributing their own 
time, energy, and funds. The national T.U. did 
not allocate one cent of budget nor one hour of 
direct professional staff or administrative 
off ice expense toward attainment of these 
13rbid. 
14Ralph Cutter, "Trout Wars," Flyfishing {December 
1988): 36-39. 
successes. During the same period of time 
California volunteers shipped eastward $50,000 in 
membership dues and contributions to finance the 
National Trout Unlimited.15 
From its controversial beginning, Cal-Trout was a 
different kind of angling conservation group. Even more 
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than Trout Unlimited, Cal-Trout defined itself as a group of 
anglers whose primary task was to serve as advocates for the 
interests of wild fish rather than the interests of 
anglers. Richard May, its president, contended that the 
state rather than the federal was the most crucial level of 
government for such advocacy. Cal-Trout kept and spent all 
the money it raised in the state. Contended May: "It's how 
you get more bang for the buck. No big magazine. 
Cal-Trout's budget is crowding $200,000 in 1988 all of 
it spent at home."16 May went on to list other unique 
characteristics of Cal-Trout. These included experienced 
professional leadership at the state level, political 
influence at the state and regional level "where most trout 
related decisions are made," political lobbying at the state 
level, and a unique organizational structure which eschewed 
local chapters and attempted to take advantage of the 
network of existing fishing clubs in California. As May 
described it, 
Cal-Trout is not organized on a local chapter 
basis. Instead, there are perhaps one hundred 
local fishing clubs in the state. Half of them 
15Ibid. 
16Ibid., 37. 
are affiliated with Cal-Trout, but they are 
wholly autonomous, totally independent. This 
relationship works well and is highly efficient 
of money and volunteer manpower. Our experience 
in the 1960s convinced us chapters are a 
hindrance to effectiveness. Now clubs are clubs; 
Cal-Trout is Cal-Trout. There is less confusion 
of roles.17 
The history of Trout Unlimited and the Cal-Trout 
"rebellion" from it are significant for a number of 
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reasons. The formation of TU demonstrated the increasingly 
sophisticated political nature of fish conservation efforts 
from the late 1950s onward. While Reiger points out that 
hunters and anglers were at the forefront of the modern 
conservation movement in the United States, the early Boone 
and Crockett Clubs were hardly comparable to the 
$2.6 million dollar budget, sophisticated publicity, and 
national lobbying efforts of an organization such as Trout 
Unlimited. 
Yet the decision in 1970 by the California State 
Council of TU to secede from the national organization in 
order to form Cal-Trout points up some of the frustration 
that was experienced on the state and local level with an 
organization that appeared to focus the majority of its 
staff and monetary resources at the national level while 
leaving state efforts in the hands of volunteers. 
Finally, both Trout Unlimited and Cal-Trout in their 
similarities as well as the issues which divided them were 
17rbid. 
to prove influential on the formation of Oregon Trout. 
Along with the "angler-as-author" tradition, Cal-Trout was 
the most significant influence on the people who formed 
Oregon Trout. 
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The "angler-as-author" tradition has had a marked 
influence on fish conservation efforts in general and Oregon 
Trout in particular. Anglers have always been a literate 
group with a literary tradition going back at least as far 
as the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries to the writings of 
Dame Juliana Berners, Charles Cotton, and Izaak Walton. In 
the United States, traces of this literary tradition can be 
found in the writings of such diverse authors as Washington 
Irving, Henry David Thoreau, Ernest Hemingway, and John 
Hersey. In the Pacific Northwest, it is found in the works 
of Zane Grey, Norman MacLean, Roderick Haig-Brown, and, more 
recently, David Duncan, Steve Raymond, and John Gierach, to 
name only a few. Its presence is attested to, for example, 
by the fact that Flyf ishing magazine contains a regular and 
often quite lengthy section of book reviews as do most 
fishing magazines. The literary aspects of angling are 
considered such a vital part of the sport that, to cite a 
further example, one of the advantages of being a member of 
the Flyfishers of Oregon is access to its extensive library 
of books on angling and angling literature. As magazine 
publisher Arnold Gingrich is reputed to have remarked, 
"Sometimes, the best fishing is in print." 
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A prominent feature of much angling literature is a 
conservation ethic related to what John Reiger calls "the 
code of the American sportsman." The code required of the 
hunter or angler "a knowledge of the quarry and its habitat: 
a familiarity with the rods, guns, or dogs necessary to its 
pursuit: a skill to cast or shoot with precision and 
coolness that often takes years to acquire: and most of all, 
a 'social sense' of the do's and don'ts involved. 11 18 
Reiger notes that the code was, for the most part, imported 
from the English nobility and that it contained within it 
the early seeds of the conservation movement. 
Angler-authors in the Pacific Northwest were not immune 
to this influence. For example, Roderick Haig-Brown, a well 
known and highly respected angler and author from British 
Columbia, devoted an entire chapter in his 1964 work, A 
Primer of Fly-Fishing, to "Ethics and Aesthetics. 11 19 
Haig-Brown is an important example of the "angler-as-author" 
tradition and its environmental aspects because of his 
important influence on other Pacific Northwest writers. 
Passages urging anglers to pay attention to what Haig-Brown 
called the "ethics of angling" abound in his works. He was 
an early advocate of "catch and release" fishing, whereby, 
through the use of barbless hooks and careful handling, fish 
18Reiger, 26. 
19Roderick Haig-Brown, A Primer of Fly-Fishing 
(Seattle: University of Washington Press, 1982). 
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are carefully released back into lake or stream after being 
caught. Haig-Brown wrote that the fisherman's "final and 
most important obligation to the fish [was] to respect his 
environment, to protect it to the best of his ability and to 
fight for it if necessary, which it usually is. 11 20 
Furthermore, "There are few better ways of doing this than 
by actively supporting some local rod and gun club. 11 21 
Haig-Brown's writing on fish conservation showed an 
appreciation for the fish as part of a natural ecosystem. 
For him, fishing was about more than simply catching fish. 
An example of this attitude appears in A Primer of 
Fly-Fishing, 
This respect for the fish's environment, in my 
own humble opinion, extends far beyond the water 
itself. It takes in all the creatures and growth 
under the water or along the banks. It extends 
far out into the countryside, into the meadows 
and swamps, up into the high mountains where the 
streams have their origin. It implies not merely 
a concern for such things and a desire to protect 
them, but a positive affection for the whole 
natural world and a deep desire to understand 
it.22 
In fostering a greater appreciation of the fish's natural 
environment, Haig-Brown wrote, the angler "will make himself 
a better fisherman, even though he may kill fewer fish. 11 23 
20I bid. ' 182 
21Ibid. 
22Ibid. 
23Ibid. 
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Haig-Brown's influence on both angling and the 
literature of angling in the Pacific Northwest and 
throughout North America is difficult to overestimate. A 
mark of the esteem in which he is held by both the angling 
and the general reading public is the fact that, despite his 
death in 1976, most of his books are still in print. 
Cal-Trout's highest award is the "Roderick Haig-Brown 
Award," which is presented annually to "those individuals 
making a distinguished and significant contribution to the 
conservation of wild trout, steelhead, and the waters that 
nurture them, and who, through their work and achievements, 
best exemplify the philosophies, teachings, and writings of 
Roderick Haig-Brown."24 Interestingly, the 1979 recipient 
of the award was Bill Bakke, who became the Executive 
Director of Oregon Trout in the Fall of 1983. 
Another example of the "angler-as-author'' tradition is 
writer Dave Hughes, who is generally credited with gathering 
the group which eventually formed Oregon Trout and who 
served as its first president. Hughes was a native of 
Astoria and an avid angler. He was also the outdoor 
columnist for the Daily Astorian newspaper. In the early 
1980s, he wrote two books, both of which were published by 
Frank Amato, the publisher of Flyfishing magazine. The 
Complete Book of Western Hatches, subtitled, "An Angler's 
24From an inscription in the offices of Oregon Trout, 
Portland, Oregon. 
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F.ntornology and Fly Pattern Field Guide," was a cooperative 
effort between Hughes and Rick Hafele, an angler and aquatic 
entomologist who was also an early member of Oregon 
Trout.25 
An Angler's Astoria is a book of essays in which Hughes 
wrote less on the technical aspects of angling and 
concentrated more on its aesthetic dimensions. Like 
Haig-Brown, Hughes was adamant in his defense of the fish's 
natural environment. In one passage, he chronicles the 
decline of Columbia River salmon and steelhead from their 
historic abundance to their present diminished condition due 
to overfishing, logging, grazing, irrigation, and finally 
the darns. 
The darns merely capped it. Those with a short 
view of history cannot see past the darns to the 
troubles that came before them. But those who 
are looking at the darns are looking at a hell of 
a lot. One cannot say that the power people have 
done anything for fish that they were not forced 
to do. One can easily imagine that without 
public pressure the darn people would solve the 
fish problem swiftly, ruthlessly, and 
irreversibly.26 
Later in the same essay, Hughes wrote a passage that 
was almost prescient considering his later involvement in 
Oregon Trout. 
25Richard Hafele and Dave Hughes, The Complete Book 
of Western Hatches (Portland: Frank Amato Publications, 
1981). 
26oave Hughes, An Angler's Astoria (Portland: Frank 
Amato Publications, 1982), 168. 
But it is not just "events that have reduced 
runs of Columbia River fish to their present 
state .... It will also not be events that 
stabilize the fish at some reduced level, and 
perhaps restore some segment of them that has 
already been lost. It will take a cessation of 
negative events, and a cessation of negative 
trades. That is what some groups and individuals 
are working for now, those who plant their feet 
and talk calmly and fight losing battles. They 
are after the one victory that might signal a 
turn toward saving a habitat that fish can 
inhabit. Perhaps they are not sure man can 
survive in a land where fish cannot. 
The history of the Columbia River and its 
fishing had a golden age that is now one hundred 
years in the past. We can look that far back; 
can we look that far forward? The precedents 
have all been set. There are few salmon on our 
East Coast, just as few in Europe outside of 
Scandinavia and Britain. Will there be salmon 
and steelhead ascending any part of the Columbia 
River one hundred years from today?27 
An Angler's Astoria was published in 1982. In that 
same year, Hughes and a group he called together were 
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beginning to organize Oregon Trout in the hope of "saving a 
habitat that fish can inhabit." 
One other component of the "angler-as-author" tradition 
deserves mention. This is the role of Frank Amato, the 
publisher of Flyf ishing and Salmon Trout Steelheader 
magazines as well as a number of books aimed primarily at 
the region's anglers. A long-time member of the Anglers' 
Club of Portland, Amato had for years in his publications 
been an outspoken advocate for the region's anadromous fish 
and a promoter of conservation efforts on their behalf. 
27Ibid. 
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Interestingly, a common tie for a number of the founders and 
early members of Oregon Trout, including Dave Hughes and 
Bill Bakke, was that they were either regular contributors 
to or readers of Amato's publications. 
While Hughes's environmental ethic echoed that of 
Haig-Brown and others in the "angler-as-author" tradition, 
he was also influenced by Richard May, the President of 
Cal-Trout. According to Cal Cole, another of the founders 
of Oregon Trout, "In late 1982, Dave Hughes had been down 
talking to Dick May. He came back thinking that we needed 
an organization like Cal-Trout in Oregon, something that 
represents fish and not necessarily just fishermen. 11 28 
Hughes called up some of the people he knew--Jim 
Schollmeyer, Richard Bunse, Rick Hafele, and Cole--"and we 
got together in Salem at Jim Schollmeyer's house. It 
started off like a club. They were all fly fishermen, 
because that's what Dave Hughes wrote about and that's the 
circle of people he knew. 11 29 
Cole, who eventually became the Administrative Director 
of the nascent organization and its chief fundraiser, had a 
business background as well as being an avid angler. As a 
young man, he had worked at a fishing resort in Canada that 
his parents owned. Later, he was employed by both 
Weyerhaeuser and Crown-Zellerbach before he and a partner 
28cole interview, 5 November 1990. 
29rbid. 
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set out on their own to form an independent timber 
consulting business. He was active in the leadership of 
both the Association of Northwest Steelheaders and the 
Angler's Club of Portland. Cole's business and 
organizational skills, as well as his successful fundraising 
efforts, were crucial to the early success of Oregon Trout. 
He attended the early meetings that author and angler Hughes 
convened in 1982 to try to form an Oregon version of 
Cal-Trout. Cole remembered it this way, 
About the third or fourth meeting, I said that if 
we were going to make this thing work, we were 
going to need some money. I said I'd volunteer 
to raise the money. (I didn't bother to tell 
them that they were going to have to pay me after 
awhile!) At that point, my conception of Oregon 
Trout was considerably different than Dave's. I 
think Dave envisioned a group of thirty or forty 
people who would do something here and there. He 
really didn't envision it being an organization 
of 2,300 members, working on the subjects we work 
on, and having the influence that we have. I 
liked the idea conceptually of somebody going out 
and fighting environmental issues relative to 
fish and working from a biological point of 
view. With my business background, I knew I 
could raise some money to make the thing 
work.30 
The informal meetings took place throughout 1983. By 
September 7, 1983, Articles of Incorporation were drawn up 
making Oregon Trout a non-prof it corporation under state 
law. The September 21, 1983, minutes of the "Interim Board 
of Directors" reveal that Cole's concept of an organization 
which was less like a club and more like Cal-Trout was 
30Ibid. 
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beginning to take shape. The meeting was opened by Hughes. 
Among the decisions made were the following: the 
organization would have a board of fifteen "governors" who 
would formulate policy. There would be an Executive 
Committee made up of officers of the board and the Executive 
Director, whose job description still needed to be written. 
Cole was asked to chair the Membership Committee and he 
proposed that the Board members each recruit five "charter 
sponsors" who would contribute at least $150 each in order 
to start Oregon Trout on a sound financial footing.31 
We needed some money right off the shot and $15 
and $20 contributions wasn't going to do it. We 
set a time limit. Anyone who joined for $150 
during that time was a "charter sponsor." This 
wasn't a "life membership." I've been a "life 
member" of the Northwest Steelheaders for the 
first $100 I ever gave them. The object of 
fund-raising is to keep raising funds. I was 
very mercenary about it. I said that I thought 
our cause was good enough so that we could find 
people who would ante up $150 but that was just a 
one-year membership. As it turned out, we found 
170 people who were willing to contribute and 
that gave us a fairly decent kitty in six 
months. I wouldn't let the Board members off the 
hook. I made each of them find five people who 
would give $150 each.32 
Cole also used his connections as the past president of 
both the Anglers' Club of Portland and the Flyfishers of 
Oregon to obtain their mailing lists in order to recruit 
31Minutes, Oregon Trout Board of Directors, 21 
Seotember 1983. 
32cole interview, 5 November 1990. 
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members for Oregon Trout. Not coincidentally, the majority 
of the first Board of Directors of Oregon Trout was made up 
of members of these two organizations. Most maintained 
those memberships but they began to see Oregon Trout as an 
outlet for their environmental concerns which, because the 
other organizations tended to promote fishing instead of 
fish, which always seemed to be lower on the agenda than 
other items. 
Several other key decisions were made at the 
September 21 meeting. The Interim Board determined to hold 
a "kick-off" event to publicly launch Oregon Trout in the 
Salem area on November 5, 1983. Richard May, the President 
of Cal-Trout, would be invited to address the event as well 
as to meet with the Board as a guest and consultant. 
The Interim Board also decided to hire Bill Bakke as 
the Executive Director of Oregon Trout and to pay him $500 
for the months of September and October. Cole remembers, 
Up to this point, Bill hadn't really been 
involved. We called Bill and asked him to come 
to a meeting and asked him if he'd be interested 
in working. In the past, he had always refused 
to work for any other organization because none 
of them really fit his particular point of view. 
He wouldn't work for an organization that 
represented anglers. But an organization that 
represented fish, and wild fish specifically--all 
of a sudden that intrigued him and he said, 
"Yeah, I '11 do it ... 33 
When Bill Bakke joined Oregon Trout as its first 
Executive Director, he brought with him credentials, 
33Ibid. 
47 
contacts, and credibility as an angler, author, and a 
committed, articulate, and respected environmentalist. 
Combined with Cole's business/organizational skills and 
fund-raising abilities, they were able to transform the 
vision of Dave Hughes and his fellow anglers into a reality. 
In spite of the fact that Bakke was more interested in 
working for fish than fishermen, his reputation as an avid 
and skilled angler was well known throughout the Pacific 
Northwest. A measure of his fame as a steelheader and 
fly-tier is the prominence given to his techniques and fly 
patterns in Trey Combs' 1976 book Steelhead Fly Fishing and 
Flies, a book that has become a minor classic among West 
Coast anglers.34 
Bakke attended Portland State University in the early 
1970s where he was drawn to courses in philosophy, science, 
and literature. He also helped start a coffee house in the 
basement of the Portland Campus Christian Ministry on the 
PSU campus. Following graduation, he combined his love of 
angling with his talent as a writer by serving as the 
Conservation Editor for Frank Amato's first magazine 
publishing venture, Salmon Trout Steelheader. He also 
worked for the Columbia River Fisheries Council and served 
as a policy analyst for the Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish 
Commission, an organizataion of four Indian tribes that had 
34Trey Combs, Steelhead Fl Fishin and Flies 
(Portland: Salmon Trout Steelheader, 1976 . 
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reserved treaty fishing rights to Columbia River salmon and 
steelhead in the mid-Nineteenth Century.35 
Bakke's interest in fish and rivers, as well as the 
importance of conservation was gained at an early age. At 
first, he was only interested in the fish. "But as I grew 
older I discovered the rivers. I began to see how the 
rocks, the soil, the trees, the mergansers, the deer depend 
on the rivers. Not just the fish. The rivers nourish the 
land and all its life."36 He credits his understanding of 
the link between fish and their habitat to an incident 
involving himself, his pet Doberman, and a neighbor's 
decorative goldfish pond. Apparently, Bakke and his dog 
began to hunt and harvest goldfish, the dog sometimes 
striking out on his own while Bakke napped. When the last 
of the fish had been harvested, the neighbor filled in the 
pond with cement. "I learned early in life that the fate of 
the fish and the fate of the habitat are intimately linked 
together. If you take all the fish, they cement over the 
pond. It's a lesson I've kept with me. ,,37 
During his association with the Columbia River 
Inter-Tribal Fish Commission as a policy analyst during the 
35Bill Bakke, Executive Director of Oregon Trout, 
interview by author, 9 November 1990, Portland. 
36Jim Magmer, "One. Man's Fight for the Wild Salmon," 
Oregonian, 23 January 1983, NW 4. 
37Bakke interview, 9 November 1990. See also Dulcy 
Mahar interview, "Bill Bakke," Northwest Energy News {July 
1988): 7,8. 
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late 1970's and early 80's, Bakke attempted to generate 
angler support for the important fish provisions in the 
Northwest Power Act. Working with another CRITFC employee, 
John Platt, Bakke helped form the Columbia River Citizen's 
Compact, a federation of conservation and wildlife groups in 
Washington, Idaho, Oregon, and Montana.38 There is a 
certain irony in Bakke's efforts to mobilize angler support 
for the Power Act while working out of an off ice at CRITFC, 
given the fact that it had only been a couple of years since 
the tribes and sport-fishermen had been at each other's 
throats over treaty allocations of Columbia River salmon and 
steelhead in the wake of the Boldt and Belloni decisions. 
It underlines the fact that while an avid angler himself, 
Bakke's major concern was the health of "the resource" as he 
and others referred to the salmon ecosystem. While a 
coalition of user groups might seem logical to those 
unfamiliar with the politics of salmon in the Northwest, 
Bakke's willingness to work with a variety of allies as well 
as his refusal to become entangled in what he called 
"allocation battles" was another example of his commitment 
to fish rather than fishermen. It was a unique approach to 
fish conservation. 
Writer Jim Magmer described Bakke as a "Johnny 
38John Platt, Policy Analyst for the Columbia River 
Inter-Tribal Fish Commission, interview by author, 29 
November 1990, Portland. See also Magmer. 
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Appleseed'' for fish even before his involvement with Oregon 
Trout. 
Saving the rivers along with saving the wild 
salmon and steelhead has become a compulsion for 
Bakke. It is his life's work. Just as Johnny 
Appleseed traveled through the Midwest with his 
message and mission, Bakke travels from his home 
in Portland throughout the Pacific Northwest, 
lecturing and showing slides, explaining to 
conservation and wildlife groups what happens to 
the Columbia, its tributaries, and the living 
things in and near the water when a darn is 
constructed, and--he argues with fervor--wild 
fish die as a result.39 
The outspoken commitment of Bakke and other 
conservationists to "wild fish" deserves a brief 
explanation. It stems from early efforts by commercial 
fishermen as well as darn builders to mitigate for anadrornous 
fish losses by artificial propagation in fish hatcheries 
rather than taking steps to enhance natural propagation. 
Oregon Trout and Bakke would spell out their scientific and 
aesthetic reasons for preferring wild fish to their hatchery 
bred cousins in a 1985 paper titled "The Value of Wild 
Fish," but it centered on their belief that hatcheries 
represented an attempt to solve an environmental problem 
with a technological solution. According to this view, wild 
salmon numbers were decreasing because of the deterioration 
of their habitat, the "salmon ecosystem," as Bakke referred 
to it. Hatcheries were an attempt to circumvent the 
deterioration by using an essentially industrial model of 
39Magmer, NW 4. 
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"fish farming." In the process, the genetic variation and 
diversity of salmon stocks that had developed over millenia 
through the process of natural selection were lost. An 
articulate statement of this commitment to wild fish written 
about the time of Oregon Trout's organization was Bruce 
Brown's 1982 book Mountain in the Clouds: A Search for the 
Wild Salmon.40 Brown's book was influential for Bakke, 
Hughes, and others interested in the health of the 
anadromous fishery in the Pacific Northwest. 
Bakke, like Hughes, had dreamed since the early 1970's 
of an organization in Oregon that was patterned along the 
lines of Cal-Trout. He was frustrated by the fact that 
existing organizations of anglers like the Northwest 
Steelheaders and the Federation of Fly Fishermen, while 
interested in issues of conservation and the environment, 
were not focused on them. He describes his relationships 
with these groups as "unhappy." 
They weren't really focused on resource 
conservation. They wanted to be involved 
apologetically but they could never seem to get 
to it. The way I look at it, an organization 
lives by the way it was formed. The Steelheaders 
were formed to get rid of the gillnets in the 
lower Columbia River and they've always been an 
allocation organization worried about the next 
consumer of fish--seals, or cormorants, or 
gillnetters, or Indians--and it's been real hard 
40Bruce Brown, Mountain in the Clouds (New York: 
Simon and Schuster, 1982). 
for them to make the transition from fighting 
allocation battles to actually conserving the 
resource.41 
Similarly, according to Bakke, the Federation of Fly 
Fishermen was never able to make the transition from 
focusing on anglers to focusing on fish and fish habitat. 
He maintained that they were formed to increase the amount 
of water that was restricted to fly fishing only. "They 
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were never able to get beyond that and--politically--it has 
killed them. 11 42 
Oregon Trout was formed by members of those 
organizations who weren't satisfied. They were 
still members and they participated in those 
organizations because there were important social 
aspects to membership. But Oregon Trout was 
formed to be a voice for wild fish and wild fish 
habitat instead of fishermen. There's no other 
organization around like it. It's totally 
different in its approach.43 
One can detect the same frustration and guiding 
principles that were evident in the formation of Cal-Trout, 
particularly the focus on wild fish and wild fish habitat, 
the frustration with other approaches and organizations 
which avoid what Bakke considered the central issues, and 
the refusal to engage in battles over allocation. Bakke was 
firmly convinced that unless commercial, tribal, and sport 
fishermen could rise above their historic allocation battles 
in order to be a political voice for wild salmon, resident 
41Bakke interview, 9 November 1990. 
42rbid. 
43Ibid. 
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trout and the ecosystem that sustained them, their future on 
the West Coast would be in serious doubt. In other words, 
if fishermen didn't solve the fisherman's problem, no one 
else would. They were the ones for whom the wild salmon had 
economic, aesthetic, and, in the case of tribal fishermen, 
spiritual value. 
It's the fishermen--the Indian fishermen, the 
trollers in the ocean, the gillnetters, the sport 
f ishermen--the people who are interested in the 
fish because of the spiritual or economic 
investment--who are the ones that are going to 
save the resource, but they can't get beyond 
themselves.44 
From the beginning, Bakke insisted that every position 
that Oregon Trout took have a firm scientific basis. When 
asked about it, he said, "That's the way I work." He 
believed that there was room for opinion if one had the 
political muscle to back it up, but it was very difficult to 
fight information. "Most of the information we have is 
generated by the [state, federal, and tribal] agencies. We 
use it to take the discussion out of the realm of opinion 
and onto the level of professional advocacy. That's the 
only way we can make any real long-term gains for the 
resource. 11 45 Bakke's commitment to sound biology was to 
be a hallmark of Oregon Trout's policy recommendations over 
the next six years. 
44Ibid. 
45Ibid. 
With Bakke working on policy and Cole generating 
members and putting the organization on a sound financial 
base, things began to move quickly. Several new names 
appeared in early documents and minutes. In addition to 
Hughes, two other names appear on the Articles of 
Incorporation, Thaddeus (Tad) Sweet of Portland and 
Patrick J. Furrer of Tigard.46 Both Furrer and Sweet had 
been active with Cole in the Angler's Club of Portland. 
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The first meeting of Oregon Trout after the Articles of 
Incorporation were filed on September 7, 1983, took place on 
September 28, 1983, at the home of Tad Sweet. The minutes 
show that Richard Bunse had been asked earlier to create a 
logo for Oregon Trout, which he did. It included an outline 
of the state of Oregon with a large salmon running from the 
southwest corner of the state to the northeast. (When the 
early versions of the salmon appeared to be too wide, it was 
jokingly referred to as the "Oregon Trout Tuna.") In 
addition, Cole was to obtain a post office box and a tax 
identification number. Dave Hughes volunteered to prepare a 
brochure for potential members and donors. Bakke and Terry 
Eixenberg would begin the development of policy 
recommendations. There was also an announcement of a 
meeting between Oregon Trout and the staff of the Oregon 
Department of Fish and Wildlife scheduled for October 7, 
46Articles of Incorporation of Oregon Trout, Inc., 
7 September 1983. 
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1983. ODFW seems to have taken Oregon Trout seriously from 
the very beginning.47 
Minutes of subsequent meetings reflect a variety of 
organizational concerns. On October 8, 1983, the minutes 
report that Mike McLucas, a well known fishing guide and 
owner of the Oasis Resort in Maupin, along with Jim Van 
Loan, owner of the Steamboat Inn on the North Urnpqua River, 
both agreed to serve on the Board of Directors. Dave Hughes 
reported that he had written to Frank Amato seeking support 
for the new organization. A new membership pamphlet 
illustrated by artist Torn Prochaska was unveiled.48 On 
October 19, Bakke reported that he was working on a proposal 
for a wild fish policy for the State of Oregon. The minutes 
also noted that entomologist Rick Hafele had agreed to chair 
the Scientific Advisory Cornrnittee.49 
The public inauguration and announcement of Oregon 
Trout's formation took place at Truffle's II restaurant in 
Salem. Anglers from all over the state were invited from a 
list compiled by Cole and his committee who used a variety 
of mailing lists, club rosters, and their own contacts. The 
guest speaker for the event was Dick May, the President of 
47Minutes, Oregon Trout Board of Directors, 
28 September 1983. 
48Minutes, Oregon Trout Board of Directors, 8 October 
1983. 
49Minutes, Oregon Trout Board of Directors, 
19 October 1983. 
Cal-Trout, who met with the Board prior to the event in 
order to describe the operation of Cal-Trout and to of fer 
his advice and counsel. Approximately 40 people were in 
attendance.SO 
By December 7, 1983, Oregon Trout had adopted bylaws. 
Four committees--Scientific Advisory, Steelhead, Resident 
Trout, and Membership--formed and chairmen were selected. 
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An annual meeting was planned for April 7, 1984, with Bruce 
Brown, the author of Mountain in the Clouds, as the invited 
speaker. A meeting with Governor Vic Atiyeh was scheduled 
for later in the month. It was determined that the Board 
would be made up of fifteen directors, eight selected on a 
regional basis and seven "at-large." The Board also made 
arrangement to place ads for Oregon Trout in Flyf ishing 
magazine and in the next issue of Kaufmanns' catalog. 
Randall and Lance Kaufmann were two avid fly fishermen from 
Tigard who owned one of the largest mail-order fly fishing 
shops in the country. The Board felt that by advertising in 
these two publications, they could reach most of their 
potential "market. 11 51 
By the end of 1983, Oregon Trout had organized and was 
beginning to have an impact on fish management in the 
state. In his 1983 Executive Director's Annual Report, 
SOMinutes, Oregon Trout Board of Directors, 
5 November 1983. 
51Minutes, Oregon Trout Board of Directors, 
15 November 1983. 
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Bakke wrote, "Oregon Trout is new, young, and vital." He 
went on to list the accomplishments of the organization in 
its first few months as well as a "1984 Action Plan." With 
regard to accomplishments, Bakke noted that Oregon Trout was 
instrumental in getting the ODFW Commission to adopt a 
regulation for the Deschutes River in central Oregon which 
required anglers to return all wild steelhead unharmed to 
the river. Furthermore, Oregon Trout did the research and 
development for a so-called "slot" regulation on the 
Deschutes which was aimed at protecting wild resident 
trout. This regulation replaced one which allowed anglers 
to kill two trout over 12 inches per day. The new 
regulation continued the two trout limit but required that 
the fish be over 10 inches but under 13 inches (the "slot"), 
thereby allowing more large fish to stay in the river and 
reproduce. The young organization also helped ODFW channel 
money from the Bonneville Power Administration for habitat 
improvement on the Metolius River as well as convincing the 
ODFW to cancel a recreational fishery aimed at Columbia 
River Spring Chinook.52 
Bakke outlined his goals for 1984 in what he called 
"The 1984 Action Plan." The plan included working with ODFW 
to "create materials to inform anglers why wild trout are a 
valuable resource." Bakke believed that an informed angling 
52Bill Bakke, "Executive Director's Annual Report for 
1983," [ca. April 1984 ]. 
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public would be more likely to support the kinds of policy 
recommendations and regulation changes that Oregon Trout was 
making. It also included working for the passage of Senate 
Bill 225 which was aimed at amending Oregon water law to 
establish minimum stream flows to ensure wild salmon and 
trout enough water to propagate themselves. According to 
Bakke, Oregon Trout planned to monitor and amend the 
Northwest Power Planning Council's 1982 Fish and Wildlife 
Program aimed at enhancing anadromous fish stocks in the 
Columbia River watershed which had been devastated by the 
hydro system.53 
All of the organization's goals aimed at improving the 
lot of wild salmon and trout and their ecosystem. It was an 
ambitious program for a young organization with an Executive 
Director who was paid only $250 per month. It was even more 
daunting when one remembers that Bakke and Oregon Trout were 
demanding "a place at the bargaining table" with such 
stalwarts as the public and private utilities, state and 
federal fish and game agencies, treaty tribes with 
court-backed allocation rights, the BPA, and the Corps of 
Engineers, in decisions affecting the region's anadromous 
fish. Yet Oregon Trout had the support of a growing number 
of articulate and vocal anglers who were showing a 
willingness to approach the preservation of the region's 
wild salmon and trout as a holy crusade. The group itself 
53rbid. 
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was an eclectic blend. Its organizational principles were 
pioneered by Cal-Trout. Its inspiration came from writers 
such as Haig-Brown, Hughes, and others in the "angler-as-
author" tradition, as well as publishers such as Frank 
Amato, who made certain that fish conservation was a 
prominent feature in the region's angling publications. 
Oregon Trout entered the new year of 1984 ready to fight for 
the survival of the wild salmon of the Columbia basin. 
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CHAPTER IV 
GIVING FISH A VOICE: OREGON TROUT 1984-90 
In the spring of 1987, the cover of Riverkeeper, the 
quarterly newletter of Oregon Trout, carried a linocut print 
by Portland artist Dennis Cunningham. The print depicted a 
typical angler standing knee deep in water. But rather than 
holding a fishing rod, the angler held a telephone receiver 
in one hand for the benefit of a large steelhead which he 
held in the other. The caption read "Oregon Trout Gives 
Fish a Voice." Cunningham's print depicted well the 
philosophy and mission of Oregon Trout: anglers attempting 
to act as advocates for the wild salmon and trout of Oregon 
and the Columbia River. During the years from 1984-90, 
Oregon Trout became a major force in the environmental 
politics of the Pacific Northwest. 
To a great extent, the philosophy and mission of Oregon 
Trout were articulated by its first (and for several years 
only) paid employee, Executive Director Bill Bakke. Bakke's 
credentials as an angler and an environmentalist have been 
alluded to previously. His resume listed a number of 
fisheries organizations with which he had been associated in 
a professional capacity, including the Columbia River 
Fisheries Council, the Columbia River Citizens Compact, the 
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Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission, the Salmon and 
Steelhead Advisory Commission for the State of Oregon, and 
the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality Policy 
Advisory Committee for Section 208 of the Clean Water 
Act.l The resume also listed a number of media 
presentations on salmon including a segment on the public 
television series NOVA as well as "over 50 articles on fish 
conservation and fishing in regional and national 
magazines."2 Bakke has also presented a number of 
professional papers to such groups as the American Fisheries 
Society, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the U.S. Forest 
Service, the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, and 
conferences sponsored by the Oregon Department of 
Environmental Quality and the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency.3 In all of these articles, papers, and 
presentations, Bakke was an outspoken advocate for wild 
fish. As the newly hired Executive Director of Oregon 
Trout, he now had an organization of committed 
angler-environmentalists supporting him. 
A prime example of Bakke's advocacy occurred in May of 
1985 at a workshop entitled "The Late Great Columbia River 
Fishery" sponsored by the Oregon State University Sea Grant 
lResume for Bill M. Bakke [Undated]. 
2Ibid. 
3Ibid. 
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Program and the Northwestern School of Law of Lewis and 
Clark College in Portland. In his remarks, Bakke asserted 
that there were two environments with which wild fish had to 
contend--the natural and the cultural. Bakke claimed that 
in the natural environment, wild fish have a definite 
advantage. Their survival rate is twice that of hatchery 
fish despite the dams with which they have to contend. 
Furthermore, wild fish are able to take full advantage of 
the various stream environments throughout their range. 
This is the result of the process of natural selection, 
whereby wild fish are forced continuously to adapt to the 
changing conditions of their ecosystems. Because only the 
strong and adaptable survive, only traits which aid in 
survival are passed on genetically to the next generation of 
fish. 
But in the cultural environment, Bakke contended that 
wild fish fare much more poorly where they faced a host of 
problems. Bakke listed a number of them: 
--wild fish concerns are poorly integrated into 
fishery management and planning; 
--mitigation for habitat and fish losses actually 
works against wild fish because hatchery fish are 
the usual substitutes for wild fish losses, a 
consequence of looking only at the quantity, not 
the quality of fish; 
--the states and the federal government have 
failed to integrate natural resource policy; each 
agency independently pursues its perceived 
mandate, often at the expense of other mandates; 
--fishery agencies have a poor track record of 
cooperation and coordination; 
--hatcheries are operated as production units 
isolated from the surrounding ecosystem; 
--fishery agencies exhibit a strong bias towards 
harvest management, as opposed to total fishery 
management: 
--fish habitat and production capability have not 
been inventoried: fish managers have no idea what 
productive capabilities are under various 
environmental conditions, nor which stocks are 
rearing: 
--the economic value of this habitat has never 
been determined, so we do not know the value of 
what is lost when a natural disaster like Mount 
St. Helens occurs (contrast this to the timber 
companies, which had ready dollar estimates of 
timber lost): 
--without the ability to put dollar values on 
fish losses, fishery interesti are handicapped 
in battles with other water users.4 
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Bakke went on to point to hydroelectric development as 
the principal contributor to the decline of the fish runs. 
He estimated that the fishery's $5.6 billion loss over the 
past 25 years represented an unrecouped subsidy for the 
hydroelectric industry, mostly in the form of lost spawning 
habitat. Protection of the remaining habitat in the 
Columbia watershed was critical for efforts to restore the 
wild fish runs.5 
In February 1987, Bakke presented a paper at another 
Sea Grant conference at Astoria, Oregon, on "Restoring the 
Columbia River's Salmon Runs." Fleshing out some of his 
earlier views, he concluded that because of continuing 
habitat losses, as well as technological hubris on the part 
4"workshop on the Late, Great Columbia River Fishery 
(Part I)--History of the Fishery and Ongoing Restoration 
Efforts," Anadromous Fish Law Memo 32 (August 1985): 6. 
5rbid. 
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of fishery managers, funding biases against wild fish by 
state and federal agencies, and the failure to adopt an 
"ecosystem" perspective with regard to salmon and their 
environment, wild fish were being "cashiered" in the name of 
progress. He concluded: 
Cashiering the wild salmon assumes we can solve 
biological problems with technological know-how: 
it means we can operate outside ecosystem 
constraints: and it carries an optimism, almost a 
religious conviction, that we can shape nature to 
our cultural and political expectations. Like 
the wolf, the grizzly, and the spotted owl, the 
wild salmon does not have a place in this 
world.6 
Despite his outspoken advocacy for wild salmon, Bakke 
saw a place for hatcheries in the region's efforts to 
increase the numbers of salmon in the Columbia. In June of 
1989, he told a Salmon and Steelhead Roundtable sponsored by 
the Northwest Power Planning Council: 
I think we need to resolve the hatchery-wild 
debate. I don't think we need any longer to 
continue the argument of either-or, [but] 
essentially get down to the point of protecting 
genetic resources in the basin ••. and doing what 
we can in the operation of our hatchery program 
to maintain those genetic resources both in the 
hatchery as well as in the environment. It is no 
longer just a debate of whether we are going to 
have one or the other. I think we need to do a 
complete job of conserving what we have.7 
In addition to Bakke's papers and other public 
6Bill Bakke, "Cashiering the Wild Fish," Anadromous 
Fish Law Memo 39 (February 1987): 14. 
7salmon and Steelhead Roundtable Summar of 
Proceedings Portland: Northwest Power Planning Council, 
1988) t 9 • 
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comments, the Oregon Trout position was spelled out in a 
document entitled "The Value of Wild Fish" which was written 
by the group's Scientific Advisory Committee under the 
chairmanship of Richard Hafele in 1985. The first part of 
the document repeats many of the points Bakke was continuing 
to stress regarding the importance of natural selection, 
genetic diversity, and the inability of hatcheries alone to 
solve the problem of chronic decreases in the size of the 
runs on the Columbia. The final paragraphs expand upon the 
relationship between wild and hatchery salmon as well as the 
relationship between salmon and human beings. 
We share the habitat with the salmon and trout 
because we live within the same watersheds. As 
man degrades the land and water he not only makes 
the ecosystem inhospitable to the salmon and 
trout, but also to himself. Wild salmon and 
trout are the miner's canary, an indicator of 
environmental health and the strength of our land 
stewardship. By altering the ecosystem, we alter 
the course of the future and its possibilities 
for ourselves as well as the salmon. We need 
wild salmon and trout. We need them to infuse 
genetic diversity into our hatchery programs, but 
we can maintain that diversity only by 
maintaining diverse habitats. We cannot possibly 
replace all our wild production with the hatchery 
without huge monetary costs. The distribution of 
wild fish is naturally greater, and the 
distribution of benefits is less costly than with 
hatchery fish. Not only are wild salmon and 
trout a heritage we need to conserve, but the 
whole ecosystem is a heritage that we should 
change only after careful thought.8 
Translating the philosophy and mission of Oregon Trout 
8scientific Advisory Committee of Oregon Trout, "The 
Value of Wild Fish," Anadromous Fish Law Memo 30 (June 
1985}: 14. 
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as it was presented by Bakke and the members of the 
Scientific Advisory Committee was the task of the Board of 
Directors. Although Dave Hughes served as the first 
president, Tad Sweet, an insurance broker and member of the 
Angler's Club of Portland, led the Board in 1985 and 1985. 
In June of 1985, the Board adopted seven goals. Each goal 
statement was accompanied by a summary of the issue it 
addressed, a brief description of the background, and a 
policy statement. For example, one of the goals stated that 
Oregon Trout would "work to rehabilitate wild, 
self-sustaining salmonid stocks to f ishable and harvestable 
levels."9 While this might seem like "special pleading" 
by a group of anglers seeking to perpetuate their sport, the 
goal had a more political and practical motivation. The 
assumption of the Board was that unless wild salmon were 
allowed to reach f ishable levels--even if this meant a 
"catch and release" regulation--there would be no reason for 
Oregon's anglers to seek to protect them.10 Other goals 
included the following: 
--support coordinated and cooperative management 
of the various salmonid fisheries; 
--work for effective fish resource planning at 
the state, tribal, and federal levels; 
--support increased federal and state funding for 
fish habitat restoration, enhancement, 
protection, and research; 
9Minutes, Oregon Trout Board of Directors, 13 June 
1985. 
lOrbid. 
--~romote riparian f i.e., riverbank] management; 
--lpromote] minimum [perennial streaml flows; 
--work to promote the principles of gene 
conservation in the management, restoration, 
protection, and enhancement of salmonids.11 
67 
Over the next several years, Oregon Trout attempted to 
carry out these goals and policies at the state and regional 
levels, often in cooperation with other environmental groups 
and people from the agencies in question. 
The organization experienced significant numerical and 
financial growth during the period from its founding until 
the spring of 1990. From a group of approximately forty at 
the "kickoff" event in November of 1983, Oregon Trout grew 
to 1,250 members by March of 199o.12 The financial 
statement for the fiscal year ending 31 August 1984 reveals 
that $43,087 was received from charter sponsors, regular 
members, clubs, corporations, donations, proceeds from the 
annual auction and dinner, and interest income.13 By 
fiscal year 1989, Oregon Trout had received $112,289 from 
the same sources. The group also held $35,324 in 
assets.14 The growth could also be measured by an item in 
Riverkeeper in the fall of 1987 announcing that "Oregon 
llrbid. 
12cal Cole, Administrative Director of Oregon Trout, 
interview by author, 16 January 1991, Portland. 
131994 Operating Statement for Oregon Trout. 
141999 Operating Statement for Oregon Trout. 
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Trout recently moved out of the homes of its two staff 
members and into a regular office. 11 15 
If Oregon Trout's overall philosophical and political 
direction were in the hands of Bakke and the Board of 
Directors, the organizational concerns were in the able 
hands of Cal Cole. Cole had already helped to put Oregon 
Trout on a sound financial footing through the charter 
sponsor program described earlier. In the winter of 1986, 
he was hired by the Board to serve as Administrative 
Director, a capacity in which he had been working as a 
volunteer since the organization's inception. The job 
entailed handling memberships, raising money, and "doing the 
paperwork that keeps Oregon Trout ticking. 11 16 But there 
was more to Cole's job than simply keeping the lights on. 
According to the Oregonian, "Bakke and Cole said they 
sometimes spend 'hundreds of hours' researching issues so 
they can give scientific-based testimony at meetings and 
hearings rather than emotional outbursts. 11 17 
Cole proved every bit as capable of keeping members as 
he was at recruiting them. He used a variety of 
fund-raising vehicles including grant proposals, corporate 
donations, auctions, and a wild trout stamp program that was 
15"New Office," Riverkeeper, Fall 1987, 5. 
16 11 Cole Hired as Administrative Director," 
Riverkeeper, Winter 1986, 4. 
17 11 Interest groups vary on strategy," Oregonian, 
14 October 1984, BS. 
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instituted in 1986. Under the program, Cole encouraged 
artists from the region to submit designs which were used to 
produce a wild trout stamp and a series of numbered prints. 
Anglers and collectors were encouraged to buy them with the 
proceeds used to fund habitat improvement projects under the 
auspices of the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife.IS 
In fiscal year 1987, the program earned $8,133.19 
Many of the events that Oregon Trout sponsored were 
designed not only to raise money but also to enhance 
organizational morale. Since Oregon Trout had purposely 
avoided a structure made up of local chapters, this was an 
important consideration. For example, in April of 1984 the 
first annual meeting featured a buffet dinner, a speech by 
author Bruce Brown, an auction, and a raffle.20 A similar 
pattern was followed in subsequent years. In September of 
1985, the organization sponsored a "Wild Fish and Wine 
Festival" in a meadow on the banks of the Deschutes River 
near Maupin, featuring displays, food, local wines and 
"micro" beers, a bluegrass band, and hot air balloon 
rides.21 In May of 1986, guitarist and angler Mason 
18 11 First Wild Trout Stamp Contest," Riverkeeper, 
Spring 1986, 6. 
191997 Operating Statement for Oregon Trout. 
20 11 oregon Trout Holds Annual Banquet," Riverkeeper, 
Spring 1984, 4. 
2l"Wild Fish and Wine Festival," Riverkeeper, Fall 
1985, 3. 
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Williams presented a concert at Civic Auditorium in Portland 
featuring a program of music he had composed and arranged 
entitled "Of Time and Rivers Flowing. 11 22 These events, 
along with the many opportunities that Cole and Oregon Trout 
provided for volunteers to become involved in everything 
from habitat improvement projects to working at the Oregon 
Trout booth at regional meetings and sportf ishing shows, 
helped to keep morale and commitment at a high level. 
Part of Oregon Trout's mission was to educate the 
public about the value and plight of wild salmon and trout. 
One of the main vehicles in that campaign was the 
organization's quarterly newsletter, Riverkeeper. Edited 
and largely written by Bakke, it also featured the work of 
other knowledgeable persons who were familiar with the 
issues facing salmon and trout. For example, beginning with 
the second issue in the summer of 1985, ODFW Assistant Chief 
of Fisheries Jim Lichatowich wrote a series of fifteen 
articles entitled "What Is Fish Management?" In the 
articles, Lichatowich attempted to assist readers in 
understanding the various challenges facing anadromous fish 
and some possible management strategies designed to 
alleviate them.23 
22"Mason Williams Gives Concert May 20," Riverkeeper, 
Spring 1986, 1. 
2 3J im Lichatowi tch, "What Is Fish Management?" (Parts 
1-15), Riverkeeper, Summer 1984-Spring 1988. 
71 
Another example of a successful educational effort was 
the "Salmon Walk" which began as a joint project of Oregon 
Trout and several other organizations. The event was first 
held in October of 1984 as an effort to protect a run of 
wild chinook salmon that annually spawned in the portion of 
the Sandy River that flows through Oxbow Park, less than 
twenty miles from downtown Portland. Because of proximity 
to a large urban area and low autumn flows in the Sandy, the 
fish were particularly vulnerable tb poachers. In order to 
protect the fish and to help visitors to understand more 
about the life cycle of wild salmon, the first interpretive 
walks were organized. By October of 1989, the "Salmon Walk" 
had become the "Salmon Festival" and included an art 
festival, interpretive dancers, a ten-kilometer "salmon 
run," interpretive walks through the park's old-growth 
forest, 1,500 pounds of alder-smoked salmon fillets for 
hungry diners, and the traditional interpretive walks past 
the spawning beds of the fall chinook on the Sandy. By 
1989, the approximately 75 people who had attended the first 
walk had grown a hundredfold to 7,500 visitors.24 Bakke 
considered it one of Oregon Trout's finest accomplishments. 
"It allows people a peek at the life history drama of the 
salmon and creates some sympathy and understanding for these 
24 11 salmon Walk '85," Riverkeeper, Summer 1985, 4; 
Eric Goranson, "Salmon Festival slated at Oxbow Park," 
Oregonian, 11 October 1990, N3. 
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fish and the natural environment in which they live."25 
Like many of the efforts in which Oregon Trout was 
involved, the Salmon Festival was a cooperative one. It 
included the Portland Audubon Society, the Multnomah County 
Park Services Division, and a variety of participants and 
corporate and individual sponsors as well as hundreds of 
volunteers. "There are never clear victories that you can 
claim for yourself," said Bakke. "You initiate or backfill 
for somebody else's initiative. Building coalitions is 
extremely important."26 Indeed, creating coalitions and 
cooperating with a variety of environmental groups, state, 
federal, and tribal agencies, as well as farmers and 
ranchers was a hallmark of Bakke's career that he brought 
with him to Oregon Trout. Often these cooperative efforts 
were established between groups that had traditionally been 
in conflict with one another. For example, in the spring of 
1986, Oregon Trout joined members of the Oregon 
Environmental Council, the Society for Range Management, the 
Izaak Walton League, and the Oregon Cattlemen's Association 
in "a remarkable coalition of ranchers and environmentalists 
rwhich] has been formed to promote watershed improvement by 
restoring riparian zones and their associated uplands. 11 27 
25Bill Bakke, Executive Director of Oregon Trout, 
interview by author, 9 November 1990, Portland. 
26Ibid. 
27 11 Ranchers, Anglers Cooperate," Riverkeeper, Summer 
1986, 3. 
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Unlike a number of other anglers' organizations, Oregon 
Trout also maintained a friendly relationship with tribal 
fishery agencies and the Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish 
Commission (CRITFC). Bakke had worked for CRITFC during the 
1970s and had helped rally support among anglers for the 
Northwest Power Act of 1980 while working with fellow CRITFC 
employee John Platt. In August of 1985, Bakke was asked by 
the Idaho Fish and Game Commission, the Nez Perce Tribe, and 
CRITFC--all historic antagonists--to conduct a meeting "to 
help resolve conflicts between the state of Idaho and Indian 
tribes over steelhead management. 11 28 
However, Oregon Trout's friendly relationship with the 
tribes did not prevent it from criticizing them when it felt 
it necessary. The lead article in Riverkeeper in the summer 
of 1988 was a lengthy critique of the historic "Columbia 
River Fish Management Plan." The plan was an agreement by 
the treaty tribes and federal and state fisheries agencies 
created in an effort to avoid court management of Columbia 
River salmon in the twenty-year-old fishing rights case, 
U.S. v Oregon. While acknowledging the historic importance 
of the plan, the article criticized it for ignoring the 
needs of wild salmon on the Columbia. "Although the Plan 
appears to solve the major concerns of the parties, it 
28"oregon Trout Goes Fishing in Idaho," Riverkeeper, 
Fall 1985, 6. 
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leaves many unanswered questions about preservation of wild 
salmon and steelhead stocks," said Riverkeeper.29 
But Oregon Trout's criticism of the plan was directed 
at all of the parties, not just the tribes. Furthermore, it 
was a critique that was based on Oregon Trout's commitment 
to wild fish, not on its opposition to Indian treaty fishing 
rights. A 1985 article in Riverkeeper included a quotation 
from CRITFC News, the newsletter of the Columbia River 
Inter-Tribal Fish Commission. 
The steelhead's future will be imperiled if 
managers continue to create bigger and bigger 
hatchery runs, with a natural component 
comprising only a minor segment; as the imbalance 
continues, the likelihood grows that not enough 
of the natural component will get home to 
reproduce, the cycle will end, and wild steelhead 
will be only a memory.30 
The article concluded, "In this statement is a truth 
that links cultures." 
One of the broadest regional coalitions saw Oregon 
Trout join state and federal agencies, the Northwest Power 
Planning Council, CRITFC, and almost every commercial and 
sport fishing organization in the Pacific Northwest to 
support the United States-Canada Pacific Salmon Treaty of 
1985.31 The treaty was the product of twenty years of 
29 11 columbia Plan Ignores Wild Fish," Riverkeeper, 
Summer 1988, 1. 
30 11 Cultural Differences," Riverkeeper, Summer 1985, 
2. 
3lcongress, Senate, Committee on Foreign Relations, 
Pacific Salmon Treaty Act of 1985, 99th Congress, 1st Sess., 
22 February 1985, 122. 
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negotiations between representatives of the United States 
and Canada and was aimed at preventing the interception of 
each country's salmon stocks by ocean fishermen of the 
other. One remarkable thing about the coalition was its 
breadth, bringing together parties that had fought one 
another in the courts for years and offering the hope of 
future cooperation with regard to salmon management in the 
Pacific Northwest, British Columbia, and Alaska. But Bakke 
was more pragmatic about the motivation behind the 
coalition. 
It was an allocation war. It was an easy war. 
It was the lower forty-eight states fighting 
Canada and Alaska for allocation. All the salmon 
treaty did was to deliver more salmon to our 
harvesters. It was a classic easy war to get 
involved with.32 
Until the parties in the Pacific Salmon Treaty 
Coalition could come to a consensus on something that 
addressed the real reasons behind the declining salmon runs 
rather than merely allocating the few remaining fish, Bakke 
was skeptical over its ability to address the plight of the 
wild salmon. 
Oregon Trout pursued its mission of giving wild salmon 
a voice in three other arenas~ through the Oregon Department 
of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW), the Oregon State Legislature, 
and at the regional level through the Northwest Power 
Planning Council (NWPPC). In each of these arenas, Oregon 
32Bakke interview, 9 November 1990. 
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Trout worked regularly with other environmental and public 
interest groups. The emphasis was on building consensus and 
cooperation for the benefit of wild salmon with court and 
administrative challenges used only as a last resort. 
Although Oregon Trout pursued a variety of issues with 
the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, the central 
concerns seemed to fall in two broad areas. Bakke and 
Oregon Trout were interested in "opening up'' the process of 
decision-making in both the department and the Oregon Fish 
and Wildlife Commission which governed it. Oregon Trout 
also wanted the department to place much more emphasis on 
conserving and enhancing wild fish in its planning and 
implementation of programs and regulations as well as in its 
budget priorities. 
Especially upsetting to Oregon Trout was the way in 
which the Fish and Wildlife Commission determined fishing 
regulations. Under a headline that read "Commission Ignores 
Public," the winter 1986 issue of Riverkeeper maintained 
that, while there was considerable public interest in the 
process due to the fact that anglers and ODFW staff would 
have to live with the Commission's decisions for the next 
two years, there was also considerable dissatisfaction in 
the way it was handled. Both the public and the ODFW staff 
were allowed to make proposals to the Commission for 
incorporation into the new regulations at hearings in 
Portland. Noting that the Commission adopted 90 percent of 
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the ODFW staff recommendations while rejecting 88 percent of 
the public recommendations, the article said, "Most anglers 
who had a stake in these hearings came away realizing that 
their proposals were not discussed, nor considered. There 
was no feedback. Their proposals seem~d to vanish into the 
bureaucratic black hole."33 Among the disgruntled were 
Oregon Trout members and representatives who had a number of 
proposals for regulation changes designed to protect wild 
fish. The article concluded, "Unless changes are made in 
the way the Commission makes decisions, things will not 
improve. We at Oregon Trout have our work cut out on this 
one. 11 34 
The quarterly newsletter reflected Oregon Trout's 
ongoing interest in this issue.35 By the fall of 1989, 
Riverkeeper could boast, "Conservation Regulations Win. 11 36 
Credit for the victory was given to the testimony of Oregon 
Trout members as well as an improved process. "A lot of 
what was gained this year would not have been if it were not 
for the flood of letters and phone calls from Oregon Trout 
members and the excellent, thoughtful testimony offered by 
33 11 commission Ignores Public," Riverkeeper, Winter 
1986, 1. 
34rbid. 
35Riverkeeper, Spring 1986, 3; Summer 1986, l; Winter 
1987, 1,3,4; Fall 1987, l; Fall 1989, 1,2. 
36 11 conservation Regulations Win," Riverkeeper, Fall 
1989, 1. 
our members at the two-day September hearing in 
Portland."37 New ODFW Fisheries Chief Jim Martin was 
quoted as saying "The Commission has given us a strong 
mandate for wild fish conservation." The newsletter also 
reported that while several problems st i 11 remained, "the 
overall process was greatly improved. 11 38 
An even more central concern for Oregon Trout was 
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ODFW's perceived lack of a wild fish policy despite the fact 
that in 1977 the Fish and Wildlife Commission had 
unanimously approved Oregon Administrative Rule 635-07-525, 
which called for the Department to staff and budget a wild 
fish program. 
The 1977 action directed that the department: a} 
inventory the physical and biological properties 
of wild trout, salmon, and steelhead streams in 
Oregon; b} establish management programs that are 
suited to individual waters and their stocks of 
fish and, finally; c} that the program should 
establish and maintain the optimum populations of 
these wild fish.39 
Noting that ten years later, ODFW had failed to carry 
out the program, the newsletter stated, "The department has 
been clearly remiss, and seems unwilling to address this 
failure. 11 40 Oregon Trout responded to this perceived 
failure in several ways. It supported HB 2735 which was 
37rbid. 
38rbid. 
39"0DFW's Wild Fish Non-Policy," Riverkeeper, 
Winter/Spring 1989, 1. 
40rbid. 
introduced by Rep. Dave McTeague and passed by the 1989 
Session of the Oregon Legislature. The bill was aimed at 
regulating private salmon hatcheries which released large 
numbers of salmon into coastal streams in order to harvest 
returning adults for commercial process and sale. Oregon 
Trout was especially concerned about the impact of these 
"mega-releases of ill-adapted salmon stocks on naturally 
reproducing, indigenous salmon stocks."41 Oregon Trout 
believed that ODFW was compromising its commitment to wild 
fish management in order to accommodate private salmon 
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hatcheries such as Anadromous, Inc., a subsidiary of British 
Petroleum located in Coos Bay. One of the reasons ODFW 
supported the private hatcheries was their reluctance to 
jeopardize a popular sport fishery that had developed on the 
Oregon coast which depended in part upon the adult coho 
salmon that companies like Anadromous, Inc., released each 
year. HB 2735 stated, "The Legislative Assembly finds that 
protecting the natural runs and genetic diversity of 
anadromous fish is essential to the long-term health of 
Oregon's natural resources and sport and commercial 
fisheries. 11 42 
In January of 1989, Oregon Trout also produced a 
document entitled "A Proposal and Justification for a 
41 11 Legislative Wins and Losses," Riverkeeper, Fall 
1989, 4. 
42Ibid. 
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Natural Production Program in the Oregon Department of Fish 
and Wildlife."43 While acknowledging that hatcheries were 
good tools for fish management, they were not enough. 
When used indiscriminately, as they have been at 
times, they actually harm natural fish 
production. To correct an overemphasis on 
hatcheries by the Oregon Department of Fish and 
Wildlife, a "natural production" program is 
needed. Such a program would institutionalize 
concerns for long-term conservation and natural 
production.44 
The proposal went on to describe the program and how it 
could be funded by ODFW and a "work plan" for 
implementation. Apparently, ODFW was impressed with the 
proposal. In a letter of 14 March 1989, ODFW Director Randy 
Fisher stated: 
We are reviewing A Proposal for a Natural 
Production Plan for Oregon with great care and it 
is my intent to carry out most if not all of the 
elements in the recommended work plan following 
further discussion with Oregon Trout and other 
concerned individuals.45 
The fall 1989 Riverkeeper carried the news that the 
1989 Oregon Legislature followed up on the natural 
production program proposal by funding it and staffing it 
with a program manager, a geneticist, a biometrician, and 
43A Proposal and Justification for a Natural 
Production Pro ram in the Ore on De artment of Fish and 
Wildlife Portland: Oregon Trout, 1989 • 
44rbid. 
45Randy Fisher, Director, Oregon Department of Fish 
and Wildlife, Portland, to the Rev. John Rosenberg, 
Portland, 14 March 1989. 
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four habitat biologists. All of these were included in the 
Oregon Trout proposal. Furthermore, the Legislature gave 
the program permanent status by making it part of ODFW's 
"base budget. 11 46 
The natural production proposal was not Oregon Trout's 
only legislative victory. At each legislative session from 
1985 onward, the organization was represented by one or more 
volunteer lobbyists who worked for and against the passage 
of legislation depending upon its perceived impact on 
fisheries issues. In addition, during each biennial session 
of the legislature, Riverkeeper kept members posted on the 
status of pending legislation dealing with fish and water 
issues. Subsequent issues listed legislative "wins and 
losses." In addition to the natural production proposal, 
the ODFW budget, and regulation of private salmon hatcheries 
mentioned previously, legislation in which Oregon Trout took 
an active interest covered forestry practices, the screening 
of irrigation ditches in order to prevent anadromous fish 
from straying, hydropower, and the complex area of water 
law.47 
Oregon Trout's lobbyists during the 1985, 1987, and 
1989 legislative sessions were Floyd Arms, Jim Myron, and 
46 11 Legislative Wins and Losses," Riverkeeper, Fall 
1989, 4. 
47Riverkeeper, Summer, 1985, l; Fall 1987, 4,5; Fall 
1989, 4-6. 
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Dale Pearson. Arms, who had been an executive for a 
construction firm and the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development prior to his retirement, worked during all three 
of the sessions. In 1986, he traveled 5,000 miles 
throughout the state in order to inspect ODFW's extensive 
system of hatcheries. As a result of his subsequent report, 
Senators Jan Wyers and Tony Meeker along with 
Representatives Mike McCracken and Paul Hannemann were able 
to add $850,000 to the ODFW budget for several programs, 
including maintenance and improvements at several fish 
hatcheries.48 
Besides its lobbying efforts, Oregon Trout, along with 
the Oregon Rivers Council and other environmental 
organizations and anglers' clubs, rallied their membership 
to oppose a number of hydroelectric projects deemed to be 
detrimental to water quality and the needs of fish. These 
included a project on the Willamette River proposed by 
Publishers Paper Company, Winchester Dam in southwest 
Oregon, a diversion project on the Sandy River proposed by 
the Portland Water Bureau, a project on Boulder Creek near 
Sandy, and several others. In most cases, pressure from 
concerned anglers and environmentalists was able to get the 
48Floyd Arms, interview by author, 24 January 1991. 
projects significantly altered for the benefit of fish 
passage or cancelled.49 
By far the largest controversy involved the proposed 
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Salt Caves Dam on the Klamath River in the southern part of 
the state. Although the affected portion of the Klamath was 
beyond the range of anadromous fish, it provided habitat for 
a significant population of resident rainbow trout. The 
project was proposed by the City of Klamath Falls which 
hoped to use the prof its from power generation to add to its 
coffers. Through a long and convoluted process that 
involved the off ices of the governor and the attorney 
general, ODFW, the Department of Environmental Quality, as 
well as the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, the 
project was revised and postponed several times to meet 
various objections. Though Oregon Trout and most of the 
environmental groups in the state as well as the governor 
opposed the project in any of its incarnations, by the fall 
of 1990 it had yet to be definitively cancelled and the City 
of Klamath Falls was still attempting to convince Oregon 
Trout to support it.50 
49Riverkeeper, Summer 1984, 6; Winter 1985, 3; Spring 
1985, l; Summer 1985. 
50Riverkeeper, Spring 1985, 3; Winter 1987, 7; Summer 
1987, l; A Request to the Board of Directors of Oregon Trout 
for Reevaluation of Fisheries Impacts of the Salt Caves 
No-Dam Hydroelectric Project (Klamath Falls: City of 
Klamath Falls, 1990). 
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One of the ways in which Oregon Trout fought projects 
like the Salt Caves Darn was through its support of the 
Northwest Power Plann~ng Council's proposal to protect 
40,000 miles of Northwest rivers and streams from future 
hydroelectric development. Under the proposal, an extensive 
survey of the region was done in order to assess which areas 
were currently used by anadrornous fish, which were 
potentially usable, and which were used by "high quality" 
resident fish and wildlife. By designating these as 
"protected areas," the NWPPC hoped to discourage developers 
from requesting and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
(FERC) from granting licenses for hydroelectric projects 
along listed rivers. On August 10, 1988, the proposal was 
adopted by the Council. The irony was that, because of 
language in the proposal recognizing the developers' prior 
investment in sites falling within protected areas, it was 
unclear if the Salt Caves project was exempted. 
Furthermore, FERC still had the final word regarding license 
applications and could choose to ignore the protected areas 
designation under certain circurnstances.51 
The Northwest Power Planning Council provided a means 
for Oregon Trout and other interest groups to meet with 
representatives of public and private utilities, treaty 
5l••council Helps Protect Rivers," Riverkeeper, Summer 
1988, 4: Staff Issue Paper on Protected Areas Desi1nation 
(Portland: Northwest Power Planning Council, 1987 . 
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Indian tribes, state fish and wildlife agencies from 
Montana, Idaho, and Washington, federal agencies, BPA, the 
Corps of Engineers, and others who made decisions affecting 
the operation of the Columbia River hydrosystem. The 
Council had been created under the Northwest Power Act of 
1980 in order to guarantee the region a stable and 
inexpensive power supply, insure that the needs of 
anadromous fish were given parity with hydropower 
generation, and encourage public participation in the 
decision-making process. As might be expected, Oregon Trout 
took every opportunity to remind the Council of its mandate 
with regard to anadromous fish. Executive Director Bakke's 
participation in council-sponsored events such as the Salmon 
and Steelhead Roundtable and Oregon Trout's support of the 
protected areas proposal have already been mentioned. In 
addition, Bakke was appointed to the Council's Production 
Advisory Committee in 1985. He considered it a critical 
appointment because Oregon Trout was the only public group 
represented on the committee, made up of tribal, state, and 
federal agencies as well as representatives of public and 
private utilities. The Committee was to advise the Council 
on ways to accomplish its goal of "doubling the runs" of 
anadromous fish on the Columbia and Bakke wanted to make 
certain that wild fish were represented in any proposed 
regional program. "Oregon Trout has been the primary 
su2port of the Council's focus on restoring wild stocks, but 
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there is a lot of pressure on the Council to fund 
mega-hatcheries," said Bakke.52 Riverkeeper also carried 
regular updates for members on Council activities and 
proposals. 
By almost any gauge, this was a remarkable record of 
successful advocacy for wild fish on the state and regional 
levels. Oregon Trout had come a long way in seven years. 
Yet the decade which began so promisingly with the Northwest 
Power Act of 1980 and saw the rise of the remarkable 
coalition in support of the Pacific Salmon Treaty of 1985, 
drew to a close with renewed talk of extinction and 
invocations of the Endangered Species Act. In 1978 the 
National Marine Fisheries Service had initiated a status 
review of several stocks of Columbia River salmon to 
determine if they qualified for listing as "threatened" or 
"endangered" under the Act but had suspended its review in 
deference to the Northwest Power Act and its strategies for 
anadromous fish recovery and enhancement.53 But a decade 
of effort had failed to deliver on the promise. Wild 
Columbia River chinook were at their lowest levels since 
1980 and several species had either become extinct or were 
52 11 oregon Trout Works with Power Council," 
Riverkeeper, Summer 1985, 4. 
53Michael Blumm, "Anadromous Fish Law, 
Anadromous Fish Law Memo 50 (August 1990): 
1979-90," 
3. 
very close to it, including Snake River coho and 
sockeye.54 
The decision by Oregon Trout and others to seek a 
87 
listing was not impulsive. In the fall of 1986, despite its 
critique of the Northwest Power Planning Council for 
succumbing to "the hatchery fix" in its attempts to increase 
run sizes on the Columbia, Oregon Trout was still committed 
to working with the Council. 
Oregon Trout believes, along with a handful of 
biologists, that restoring self-sustaining 
natural populations of fish in addition to 
improving survival from our hatcheries has a 
better chance for success than opting for the 
hatchery fix •... Oregon Trout is doing what it 
can as a public group to encourage the Council, 
the fish agencies and tribes to make a durable 
solution to the problems we all face in the 
Columbia River. We believe that by working 
together with appropriate goals the Columbia 
River can be better than it is and maybe close to 
its former self.55 
But by the winter of 1990, the tactics had begun to 
shift. As the fish count got lower, the NWPPC, BPA, the 
Corps of Engineers, and state, federal, and tribal fishery 
agencies appeared increasingly committed to a hatchery 
solution at the expense of wild fish. Oregon Trout believed 
54 11 sockeye salmon run nears extinction," Idaho 
Statesman, 9 October 1989; Paul Koberstein, "Prospects 
wilting for revival of endangered fisheries," Oregonian, 
3 December 1989, El, E4; Areas Where Anadromous Fish Have 
Gone Extinct (Portland: Oregon Trout, [ca. 1989)). 
55 11 wild Fish Ignored," Riverkeeper, Fall 1986, 3. 
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that if regional decisionmakers were not willing to make the 
protection of wild anadromous fish a priority, extinction 
was assured. Consequently, the Winter 1990 Riverkeeper 
announced that Oregon Trout had begun to put together a team 
of attorneys "to help keep wild fish issues alive in the 
multitude of decisions that affect their fate." The 
announcement concluded, "The Endangered Species Act may be 
the only option we have to protect what is left from 
competing interests and poor management. 11 56 By May of 
1990, that option had evolved into the filing of formal 
petitions by Oregon Trout with the National Marine Fisheries 
Service requesting determination of the status of four 
separate stocks of Columbia and Snake River salmon. They 
were joined by the Oregon and Idaho chapters of the American 
Fisheries Society, the Oregon Natural Resources Defense 
Council, and the Northwest Environmental Defense Center.57 
In a promotional mailing which was done in connection with 
the petitions, Oregon Trout attempted to answer the 
question, "Why list now?" 
Oregon Trout believes that there is no assurance 
that the Northwest Power Planning Council (NWPPC) 
will bring the Columbia River salmon back from 
extinction. We must reinstate the ESA process. 
The compelling reasons are: 
1) The native salmon runs are in desperate 
trouble and clearly in a downward trend. 
56 11 Endangered Species," Riverkeeper, Winter 1990, 3. 
57Joan Laatz, "Groups want certain salmon classified 
as endangered," Oregonian, 31 May 1990, B4. 
2) All other remedies of the past 25 years 
have failed to improve the condition of the runs. 
3) The rehabilitation plan of the NWPPC 
holds little promise for the recovery of the 
native salmon runs. 
4) There is no realistic alternative that 
can force the responsible institutions to rapidly 
develop and implement the needed recovery plan. 
5) There is time to develop a recovery 
plan. Without draconian impacts on fisheries and 
other water users--but time is running out. 
6} Federal power and water managers are 
relentlessly foreclosing options and limiting the 
flexibility of the regional system to accommodate 
the needs of the salmon. 
7) Major hatchery programs have masked the 
precarious conditions of the natural stocks and 
lulled the public into a false sense of security. 
We are at the crossroads. The manner in 
which we handle the deteriorating situation of 
the native Columbia River salmon will determine 
the very nature of our Northwest ecosystem.SB 
Reaction was not long in corning. The petitions not 
only drew the attention of the National Marine Fisheries 
Service, they also prompted Republic Senator Mark Hatfield 
of Oregon, who was in the midst of a tough re-election 
89 
campaign, to initiate the "salmon surnrni t" process (described 
in the Introduction), which sought to involve all parties in 
the region whose decisions had any impact on anadrornous 
fish. Furthermore, Administrative Director Cal Cole 
reported that Oregon Trout experienced an increase in 
membership that nearly doubled its size from approximately 
1,250 to 2,500 members following the filing of the 
petitions. A significant portion of the new supporters 
appeared to be non-anglers.59 
58The Listing Post (Portland: Oregon Trout, 31 May 
1990). 
59cole interview, 16 January 1991. 
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The filing of the petitions by Oregon Trout as well as 
the submission of a previous petition by the Shoshone-
Bannock Tribe of Idaho marked what observer Michael Blumm 
called a new era in which the Endangered Species Act and its 
processes "seem destined to eclipse the Northwest Power Act 
in importance" with respect to anadromous fish.60 Blumm 
took the occasion to terminate publication of his Anadromous 
Fish Law Memo with these parting words: 
Although this publication terminates with this 
issue, the challenge of preservation and 
restoration remains very large ..•. The next ten 
years may well determine whether wild salmon 
remain part of the fabric of the region or are, 
like the Snake River coho runs, a mere memory, 
sacrificed in pursuit of other goals.61 
In its brief existence, Oregon Trout had seen the wild 
salmon of the Columbia come full circle, from one endangered 
species listing to another. Though much had transpired in 
the intervening years, anadromous fish appeared to be as 
threatened in winter of 1991 as they had been in 1978. Yet 
despite the fact that their numbers were in decline, wild 
salmon did have at least two advantages over their forebears 
of a decade earlier. They now had a group of angler-
environmentalists who were committed to giving fish a voice 
in the decisions that affected their fate. Secondly, by 
1991, wild salmon had moved from a sidebar to the headlines 
in the ongoing coverage about the relationship between the 
60Michael Blumm, "Anadromous Fish Law, 1979-90," 3. 
6lrbid. 
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economy and the environment of the Pacific Northwest. This 
was due in no small measure to the efforts of Bill Bakke and 
the members of Oregon Trout. Time would tell if these 
developments would prove sufficient to guarantee their 
survival. 
CHAPTER V 
CONCLUSION: IS THERE A SOLUTION TO 
THE FISHERMAN'S PROBLEM? 
Oregon Trout's decision to file petitions with the 
National Marine Fisheries Service requesting a status review 
of four stocks of Columbia River salmon under the Endangered 
Species Act was certainly consistent with the organization's 
overall mission of "giving fish a voice." Yet the decision 
to file in the spring of 1990 marked the beginning of a new 
chapter in the story of Oregon Trout's efforts on behalf of 
wild salmon. 
To a certain extent, Oregon Trout came into existence 
in the atmosphere of hope that surrounded the Northwest 
Power Act of 1980. As a result of the act, the National 
Marine Fisheries Service suspended an earlier status review 
of Columbia River salmon which it had begun in 1978.1 The 
Power Act promised what Michael Blumm called a "process of 
parity" whereby anadromous fish would receive equal 
consideration with hydroelectricity in the management of the 
Federal Columbia River Power System. It also promised an 
opportunity for the public to influence future decisions 
lF. Lorraine Bodi, "Protecting Columbia River Salmon 
Under the Endangered Species Act," Environmental Law 10 
(Winter 1980): 349-87~ Michael Blumm, "Anadromous Fish Law, 
1979-90," Anadromous Fish Law Memo 50 (August 1990): 3. 
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involving the region's environmental and energy needs.2 
Organized by anglers in the fall of 1983, Oregon Trout was 
created in order to insure wild fish an advocate at the 
Northwest Power Planning Council and other state and 
regional bodies. 
But by the spring of 1990 it was clear to Bill Bakke 
and Oregon Trout that, despite their best efforts, the 
Northwest Power Act had failed to live up to its hopeful 
promise for wild anadromous fish on the Columbia. The 
decision to invoke the Endangered Species Act was a 
desperate effort to get decision makers to pay attention to 
the needs of wild fish. Noting that no listed fish species 
had ever been taken off the "threatened" or "endangered" 
list as a result of a successful recovery program, Bakke had 
no illusions about a listing. "The Endangered Species Act 
doesn't give much hope. In fact, if you have to use it, 
it's a sign of failure."3 
Despite Bakke's doubts about the effectiveness of a 
listing, the reaction to Oregon Trout's petitions by the 
power interests as well as federal, state, and tribal 
fisheries agencies, environmental groups, and the region's 
political leadership indicated that Oregon Trout was being 
2 Michael Blumm, "Promising a Process for Parity: 
The Pacific Northwest Electric Power Planning and 
Conservation Act and Anadromous Fish Protection," 
Environmental Law 11 (Spring 1981): 497-555. 
3Bill Bakke, Executive Director of Oregon Trout, 
interviewed by author, 9 November 1990, Portland. 
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taken seriously even if wild fish were not. Oregon Senator 
Mark Hatfield's call for a "salmon summit" resulted in a 
series of meetings bringing together all the affected 
parties. Summit meetings were held through the summer and 
fall of 1990 and continued into January of 1991. When the 
final scheduled meeting adjourned on January 23 without an 
agreement, it was clear to most participants that Hatfield's 
goal of reaching an agreement by February 1, 1991, would not 
be achieved.4 The National Marine Fisheries Service was 
scheduled to announce its decision on the Oregon Trout 
petitions by June 7, 1991.5 
Whatever the outcome, Oregon Trout had initiated a 
discussion over the fate of wild salmon that involved 
political, business, tribal, governmental, and environmental 
leaders at the highest levels from throughout the Pacific 
Northwest. If the wild salmon of the Columbia became 
extinct, it would not be a quiet demise. In seven years, 
Oregon Trout had managed to move wild salmon to the center 
of an ongoing dialogue over the relationship between the 
regional economy and the environment. By any standard, this 
was a remarkable political achievement. 
But the petitions also marked a change in Oregon 
4paul Koberstein, 
agreement," Oregonian, 
"Salmon summit adjourns without 
24 January 1991, B4. 
S"Environmental, industry backers rip compromise to 
save salmon," Oregonian, 9 January 1991, EB. 
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Trout's relationship to other groups within the 
environmental movement in the Pacific Northwest. Begun by a 
group of avid fly fishers, Oregon Trout was an excellent 
example of the influence of at least two much older 
traditions. The first is what has been called in 
Chapter II, the "angler-as-author" tradition, the 
conservationist and environmentalist strains of which go 
back at least to the Seventeenth Century. 
The second is an aspect of American environmentalism 
which antedates that movement's generally acknowledged 
origins in the Progressive Era. This tradition of the 
hunter and fisher as conservationist formally originated in 
the United States following the Civil War, according to 
historian John Reiger in American Sportsmen and the Origins 
of Conservation, though its origins go back much further. 
Reiger argues compellingly that it was conservation-minded 
hunters and fishers rather than the Progressives who 
represent the origins of the modern environmental movement 
in the United States.6 
Reiger's point is of more than academic interest with 
respect to Oregon Trout in its relationship with others in 
the modern environmental movement. According to 
environmental historian Roderick Nash, environmentalism in 
the United States appears to be moving increasingly in a 
6John Reiger, American Sportsmen and the Origins of 
Conservation (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1986). 
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direction that pushes American liberalism up to and perhaps 
beyond its conceptual limits. At the center of this 
movement is the notion that "nature has intrinsic value and 
consequently possesses at least the right to exist."7 In 
The Rights of Nature, Nash notes that such "biocentrism" 
often includes the notions of "animal rights," i.e., the 
extension of the classic liberal idea of individual rights 
to animals. In the public mind, "animal rights" is 
associated with agricultural practices and animals used for 
laboratory experiments. Yet according to one of the 
movement's leading spokesmen, Peter Singer, it also includes 
an implicit or explicit desire on the part of its adherents 
to ban hunting and fishing as clear violations of those 
rights.B It was for precisely this reason that Reiger was 
anxious to point out to the broader environmental movement 
that hunters and fishers, far from being enemies of animals 
and the environment, were among their first and most ardent 
defenders.9 
This possible tension in the environmental movement 
involves Oregon Trout in several ways. The group's efforts 
to "give wild fish a voice" in state and regional decisions 
affecting their fate would seem to have much in common with 
?Roderick Nash, 
Environmental Ethics 
Press, 1989), 9. 
The Rights of Nature: A History of 
'Madison: University of Wisconsin 
Bpeter Singer, Animal Liberation (New York: Avon 
Books, 1975), 247. 
9Reiger, 7, 8. 
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the effort to extend the notion of individual rights to 
nature and the animal rights movement. Yet Oregon Trout was 
started and continues to be an organization of anglers. 
When asked if he saw a connection between Oregon Trout and 
organizations promoting animal rights, Bakke demurred. 
As I understand animals rights advocacy, I don't 
see any relation at all. People involved with 
fish not only are concerned with their future, 
but they are also interested in utilizing them, 
even if they catch and release them. To an 
animal rights person, this would be immora1.10 
But there may be more of a connection than Bakke is 
ready to admit. If so, it is of more than philosophical 
interest. As Oregon Trout continues to generate interest in 
the plight of wild salmon through its continuing efforts on 
their behalf, its very success puts it into increasing 
contact with environmentalists who, unlike its founders and 
the majority of members, are not anglers. If Nash is 
correct, these other environmentalists have been heavily 
influenced by biocentrism and notions of the rights of 
animals and nature. 
Possible change may be on the horizon already for 
Oregon Trout. Administrative Director Cal Cole noted that a 
direct mailing in conjunction with the filing of the 
Endangered Species Act petitions in May of 1990 doubled the 
membership of Oregon Trout from approximately 1,250 to 2,500 
members. A significant number of these new members appeared 
lOBakke interview, 9 November 1990. 
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to Cole to be non-anglers.11 As Oregon Trout continues to 
promote the interests of wild anadromous fish through 
political action and through educational events like the 
Salmon Festival, the challenge of harmonizing the interests 
of angler-environmentalists with others motivated by 
biocentric influences like the animal rights mov~ment may 
become more pronounced. 
A sign of possible tension occurred in late December 
1990 when the Oregon Natural Resources Council, an 
environmental organization with a reputation for preferring 
confrontation to cooperation, announced its intention to 
shift focus from old-growth forests to threatened wild 
fish. ONRC announced plans to file petitions on behalf of 
as many as 142 stocks of wild trout and salmon designated by 
the American Fisheries Society as being at risk of 
extinction. Besides the federal agencies responsible for 
salmon protection who feared being overwhelmed by so many 
petitions, Oregon Trout's Bakke was also cautious in his 
response to the announcement. "It really makes me 
uncomfortable. I've got a working relationship with all of 
the agencies. It's going to jeopardize some of the gains 
we've already made."12 While they might have serious 
llcal Cole, Administrative Director of Oregon Trout, 
interview by author, 16 January 1991, Portland. 
12Kathie Durbin, Natural Resources Council shifts 
emphasis to wild fish," Oregonian, 26 December 1991, C3. 
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differences over how "the resource" ought to be managed, 
anglers and those who worked for the state, federal, and 
tribal fish agencies were at least agreed on the 
desirability of catching fish. The same could not be 
assumed for the membership of the Oregon Natural Resources 
Council. Ironically, any recovery plan under the Endangered 
Species Act would involve serious curtailment if not an 
outright ban on angling for the listed species.13 ONRC's 
entrance into the battle for wild fish and its long term 
implications may challenge a notion that has been at the 
heart of Oregon Trout from its beginnings, i.e., that it is 
not only possible but also appropriate for one to be both an 
angler and an environmentalist. 
Yet the tension between anglers and other 
environmentalists may be more apparent than real. In a 
provocative essay entitled "Law and the American West: The 
Search for an Ethic of Place," law professor Charles 
Wilkinson argues that it is possible to "borrow from 
biocentric reasoning without adopting it wholesale." 
We should accept these and other animals as part 
of the community within which we live. Even if 
we stop short of recognizing rights in these 
animals, we should nevertheless accord them 
independent respect. An honest concern for their 
dignity and welfare ought to be one aspect of 
developing a policy approach toward basin 
management.14 
13Bodi, 373. 
14charles Wilkinson, "Law and the American West: The 
Search for an Ethic of Place," Colorado Law Review (Summer 
1988): 409. 
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By forcing all of the parties that have a stake in the 
Columbia River basin to take the needs of wild salmon 
seriously, Oregon Trout has attempted to find out if the 
fisherman's problem has a solution. The answer is by no 
means clear at this point. Yet by according the wild salmon 
of the Columbia a measure of independent respect and an 
honest concern for their dignity and welfare, Oregon Trout 
has assured them some consideration in the ongoing efforts 
by the people of the Pacific Northwest to have a viable 
economy in the midst of a sustainable environment in which 
people and wild salmon can survive and thrive. Surely these 
magnificent creatures deserve no less. 
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APPENDIX A 
LIFE CYCLE OF ANADROMOUS FISH 
Source: Northwest Energy News, April/May 1987, 11. 
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APPENDIX B 
THE COLUMBIA RIVER BASIN 
Source: Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission. 
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